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A.  STATEIENT OF ISSUES 


1. Since the United States of America has sued the American Bar Association for 
antitrust viclation under Title 15, U S Code, C, A. 76-1182, District of Columbia. 
District Court, the Supreme Court has granted certiorari in Bates v. Arizona, No. 76-613, 
on October 4, 1976, to review the antitrust and constitutional claims and the issues of 
the general public's “right to know" involved in disbarment sor “advertising” of fees, 
services, professional specialities, and constitutional and statutory protections avail- 
able to potential oman of legal services and lawyer's clients, and since a consent 
decree has been entered in a case making identical antitrust clains with the instant 
Complaints, Simmons et al v. Wayne County Bar Association, C. A, No. 76-125-A, Northern 
District of Ohio, written by the consultant who wrote the instant Complaints, wherein 
Simmons acted as a “private attorney general", the instant verified Complaints, making 
identical antitrust claims against lawyers and law firms described as coconspirators of 
* the American Sar Association, should not have been dismissed for failure to state a claim 
upon which relief could be granted and the instant cases should be remanded ior hearing 
on the issues consistent with the guidelines to be set by the prosecution of United States 
of America v. American Bar Association, supra, and the decision of the Supreme Court in 
Bates v. Arizona, supra. 
2, The United States District Court, under its local Rule No. 2 (d), should have granted 
plaintiffs’ motion to order the United States Attorney to investigate, for disciplinary 
proceedings, the verified charges against L. Patrick Gray, Esquire, that he: 
(a) Took completed transcripts of the recordings of the illegal “bugs" installed in 
. the Democretic National Committee Headquarters to the vhite House so that they could be 
examined by coconspirator Nixon and other Watergate suspects, as admitted by defendant Cray; 
(bv) In 1971 and 1972, conspired to cause, and caused, violations of the First 
Amendment and other rights of columnist Jack Anderson end his family, to discredit Anderson 
in the eyes of the American people, so that they would not rely on the statements in his 


news articles, Weakening our free press, and to punish Anderson for uncoverin: and printine 


% 


articles unfavorable to the Nixon administration, including: 


-i- 


(1) conspiring to nurder Anderson with an “exotic poison," 


(2) ordering Anderson, his wife, and his children followed by CIA agents every 
day for several months in 1972, 


(3) ferreting out his news sources, and discrediting or damaging then, 
(4) destroying his credibility, 
(5) attempting to administer “drugs, including halucinogens, to be administered by” 


application to the steering wheel of (Anderson's) automobile, or by introduction 
into a bottle of medicine or into a drink,” 


{ 


(6) illegally wiretapping his telephone. 

(c) In the summer of 1972, transported documentary Watergate evidence across state 
lines instead of turning it over to the Special Prosecutor or the United States Attorney; 

(a) Sometime after Christmas, 1972, burned, in Stonington, Conn, Watergate evidence 
he had been told to “deep six" by Watergate criminals; 

(e) Authorized and approved at least 12 4llezal burglaries of the offices of various 
groups and individuals being investigated by the F3I, with no search warrants whatsoever, 
in 1972-3; . 

(f) On Janve 11, 1973, order:d an illegal and unconstitutional “mailcover" on the 
national headquarters of a legal political party, without any indictment pending azainst 
the party or its members, and no search warrant outstanding against the political party; 

(g) In March, 1573, committed perjury in the United States Senate hearings on his 
proposed confirmation as permanent director of the FBI. 

3. The District Court committed Féversible error in dismissing the instant Verified 
Complaints on the grounds that they claimed only an unactionable conspiracy against one of 
the plaintiffs of the two suits, when the Complaint claimed a conspiracy against the gen- 
eral public that had adversely affected and damaged all ten plaintiffs of both Complaints, 
and many overt acts against specific members of the general public, not plaintiffs. 
4, In considering motions to disuiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief can 

be granted, the District Court must accept all the allezations of the Verified Complaints 
as true, and if this had been done, the Complaints should not have been dismissed, 

5. The Verified Complaints state that there was "action in concert" with state o‘ficers 


invading the constitutionally-guaranteed rights, privile;;es, and immunities of the plaintiffs, 
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This is sufficient, under moderi standards, to survive motions to dismiss and should 

have been heerd on the mer its, 

6. Since the District Court allowed some of the svits' plaintiffs to file a “Further 
‘Amended Verified Complaint", after considering the pleading, it should not have dismissed 
for “failure to state a claim upon which relief could be granted", 


7. The pleadings of pro se litigants, making serious -onstitutional and statutory claims, 


should be treated without revard to technicality and should not be dismissed because of 


the bais and prejudice of the District Judge against pro se litigants. 


B. STATEMENT OF THE PERTINENT FACTS Of THE CASES 
1, The defendants in these two cases, a Judge of the New London County Superior Court, 
22 Commissioners of the Superior Court, including the members of two county Grievance 
Committees and two Connecticut Referees, a law partnership, three Selectmen of the Town 
of Lyme, Connecticut, and four private citizens acting in concert with the state officers, 
and other coconspirators “have been engaged in a combination and conspiracy" comnencing 
before 1962, and continuing to the filing of these two Complaints, to defraud the plaintiffs 
(three families in the New London County area) and the general public of due process of law 
and the equal protection of the law, to intimidate, harass, and punish the plaintiffs and 
discourage them from exercising constitutional rights, privileces, and immunities, and to 
restrain the interstate trade of law, set illegal minimum fee schedules, and prevent law- 
yers from advertising their services and specific state and federal protections otherwise 
available to the general public. (Para, 3, both Complaints, Appendix, p 2) 
2. In furtherance of this conspiracy, the defendants committed the following (and other) 
overt acts: 

a. The members of the New London and Hartford County Grievance Committees refused 
to present to their respective Superior Courts any offenses by lawyers reported to them 
by pro se litigants or private individuals, and failed to take effective actions to dis- 
cipline lawyers (Para. 4A, Verified Compiaints) leaving plaintiffs and the general public 
without the benefits of a disciplined bar, and at the mercy of unscrupulous lawyers, 


® 
b. Defendant State Commissioner Londre;an refused to complete legal duties for the 
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Monroe family and concealed this from the Monroes by false statements; disclosed important 
facts to the opposition he had been instructed not to; falsely inforned plaintiff ionroe 
she could not use the evidence he had shown »x¢ a>position; and made false statements to 
plaintiff Monroe concerning support obligati’ a’ ‘uw: her. 

c. Defendant State. Commissioner Gilman {llesally advised his client, pleintiff 
Monroe, to sign fraudulent income tax returns. 

a. Defendant Commissioners and Floyd Monroe failed and refused to provide insurance 
protection for two plaintiffs, Lisa and Floyd Richard Monroe, minors, and gave perjured 
testimony injuring the Monroe family's legal position. 

e. Defendant Gilman refused to challenge false evidence, and refused to make a claim 
on funds totalling more than $150,000 due the plaintiffs; refused to argue pleadings he 
had already filed denying plaintiffs funds due them; accepted an unjust setticment for 
the plaintiffs without consent or knowledge of plaintiff Monroe, and permitted other de- 
fendants to conceal and remove funds in which plaintiffs had a lawful interest. 

f. Defendant Commissionef Wool concealed and removed funds of the plaintiffs; and 
exerted extortionary pressures on plaintiff Monroe. 

@ Defendant Gilman filing pleadings without the knowledge or consent of plaintiff 
Monroe, making reasonable prompt settlement impossible. 

h, Defendants Commissioners Wool and Gilman met, and agreed to deny the Monroes 
effective representation; thereafter Gilman refused to meet with his client, plaintiff 


Monroe, threatened her that she Would “get: nothing", was verbally abusive to plaintiff 


Monroe, made false statements and refused tc use effective evidence she gave him, made 
false statements about corporate ownership causing plaintiff Nadine Monroe to lose over 
$100,000 to which she was entitled, kept documents and refused to return them and other 
4mportant evidence, extorted money from plaintiff Monroe, withdrew from representing her 
to deny her counsel when a cross action was filed against her. 

4. Defendant Commissioner Wool placed the case on the "uncontested list" forcing 
plaintiff to hire other counsel to object, who misrepresented his diligence to plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe, made false promises of prompt litigation, cancelled the deposition of an- 


* 


\ 
other defendant to deny evidence in her behalf, caused the case to be transferred to a 


pa pee 


state referee, denying plaintiffs the right to a judge against their wishes, 

je Defendant Mo..roe refused to testify and committed perjury. 

k. Defendant Sikorsky substituted inexperienced counsel, totally unfamiliar with 
the case, depriving plaintiffs of competent counsel by the “bait and switch” illegality, 
falsely charged plaintiff Monroe $3,000, kept her papers from her, preventing her from 
putting them in evidence, and attempted extortion of $336. 

1. Defendants caused support checks for the minor plaintiffs to be delayed, and 
caused plaintiffs to be harassed for medical payments. 


m. Defendant Referee Troland “condoned an unpurged act of fraud on the court." 


o. The members of the county Grievance Committees refused to hear any complaints 


against Referees. 

p. Defendants falsely represented that litigants must use Referees, denying them 
an “impartial tribunal." 

qe Defendant Sikorsky refused and failed to put in evidence in favor of the plaintiffs, 
Gemanded excessive fees from the plaintiffs, and refused to conduct negotiations for pay: 
ments he had contracted for. 

r. The nesbers of the county Grievance Committees made false statements to plaintiffs 
about the conduct of disciplinary cases they were “investigating”, concealed from the 
Plaintiffs the existence of the law entitling them to prosecute attorneys themselves for 
disbarment or other discipline, refused to perform their duties under Sec. 51-90, against 
defendant L. Patrick Gray and other defendants, after being informed of a number of felonies 
they had committed, including, on the part of L. Patrick Cray, the destruction of Watergzte 
evidence and passing on the information to the CREEP criminals obtained by wiretapping. 

Ss. Defendant Judie Santanicllo nade false statements to plaintiff Monroe about her 
recourses at lew, ard concesled from her that she could bring disciplinary action under 
Connecticut General Statutes, Sec . 51-90. 

t, Stete Commissioners, selectmen, police and private defendants committed land fraud 
against the Concdon plaintiffs, beat plaintiff Congdon then 65 years old, caused strangers’ 
bodies to be buried in the Convdon plot in the Griffin Cemetery, falsely arrested lr. 


Congdon, and prosecuted him maliciously snaler color of state lav, including attaching his 
at 
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property unconstitutionally. The Crievance Commit:ee defendants refused to do their 
duty to protect the Congdons by presenting errant lawyers' deeds to the Superior Court. 
u. State Commissioner defendants deprived the plaintiffs Lebovitz fanily, father 
and children, of each other's care, company, love and affection by various perjuries 
and contempts of court, but the defendant Grievance Committees, when informed of the 
situation, refused to take any action to punish the errant lawyers, eliminating this 
deterrent to the lawyers’ criminal behavior, while maintaining close prefessional and 
social contacts with the accused lawyers (see Para. 4, both Complaints), failing to 
protect the consumers of legal services in Connecticut, the general public and the 
plaintiffs. (ind of Para. 4, both Complaints. ) 
3. The plaintiffs~.«ce injured in their minds and bodies by the actions of the defend- 


ants, and suffered great financial loss also. (Para. 5, both Complaints). 


~ 


C. STATEMENT OF THE CASES 


The Monroe family (mother, son end daughter) Verified Complaint was filed, and then 
amended by adding the claims of the Lebovitz family (father, son, and dav ,hter) and 

the Congdons (father, mother, and two daughters). ‘The Motion to file this Amended 
Verified Complaint was denied, on April 30,1976, so the Monroe plaintiffs moved to file 
the Verified Further Amended Complaint, Wich motion was granted orf Hay 12, 1976. The 
Congdon and Lebovitz fanilies then filed their Complaint, composed of their unique 
claims and repeating the examples of refusals of the Grievance Committees to act accord- 
ing to law set forth in the lonroe family Complaint. 

Plaintiff Nadine ifonroe moved under District of Connecticut Local Rule 2 (d) that de- 
fendant L. Patrick Gray, a member of the bar of the District of Connecticut, be discip- 
lined, on June 24, 1976. On June 30, 1976, the District Court denied this motion. 

The District Court dismissed both the complaints on the same Memorandum findings on 
June 25, 1976, prior to the filing of the Antitrust Complaint, United States of America 
v. American Bar Association, sttpra, on June 25, 1976 (Appendix, pp 25) and the grent- 
ing of certiorari, on October 4, 1976, by the Supreme Court of the United States, in 


Bates v. Arizona, supra, the appeal of a lawyer in Arizona who was disbarred because 


as 


he advertised his services, fees, and federal protections available to his clients. 
Certiorari was granted so that the Supreme Court can review the antitrust and free 


speech and press and petitioning for grievances questions presented by disbarment for 
advertising, 


All plaintiffs in both cases filed a timely notice of appeal to this Court. (Appendix, 
Relevant Docket Ertries, p 728). 


De__ ARGUMENT 
1. SINCE THE UNITZD STATES OF AMERICA HAS SUED THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION OR ANTI- 
TRUST VIOLATIONS UNDER TITL 15, U S CODZ, C. A. 76-1182, DISTRICT OF COLUNBIA DISTRICT 
COURT, THE SUPREE COURT HAS GRANTFD CERTIORARI IN BAT®S ¥. ARIZONA, NO. 76-613, ON 
OCTO"ER 4,1976, TO REVIEW THE ANTITRUST AND CONSTITUTIONAL CLAIMS AND THE ISSUES OF 
THE CENERAL PUBLIC'S "RIGHT TO KNOW" INVOLVED IN DISBARHENT FOR “ADVE.-TISINC" OF EES, 
SERVICES, PROFESSIONAL SPECIALTIES, AND CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROTECTIONS AVAIL- 
ABLE TO POTENTIAL CONSUMERS Or LEGAL SERVICES AND LAWYER'S CLIENTS, AND SINCZ A CONSENT 
DRCREE HAS SEEN ENTERED IN A CASE MAKING IDENTICAL ANTITRUST CLAINS WITH THE INSTANT 
COMPLAINTS, SI“MONS ET AL V. WAYNE COUNTY ZAR ASSOCIATION, C. A. Noe 76-125-A, NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF OHIO, NRITEN BY THE CONSULTANT WHO WROTE THE INSTANT COMPLAINTS, WHEREIN 
SIMKONS ACTED AS A "PRIVATE ATTORNEY CENERAL", THE INSTANT VERI@ 12D COMPLAINTS, MAKING 
IDENTICAL ANTITRUST CLAINS AGAINST LAWYERS AND LAW FIRMS DESCRIBED AS COCONSPIPATORS OF 
THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOJIATION, SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN DISiISSZD FOR FAILURE TO STAT! A 
CLAIM UPON WHICH RELIE® COULD SE GRANTED AND THE INSTAN. CASES SHOULD BE RESANDSD FOR 
HEANING ON ISSUES CONSISTANT WITH THE GUIDELINES TO BS Sev BY Tite PROSECUTION OF UNITED 
STATES 0% AVEXICA V. ASZRICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, SUPRA, AND THE DECISION OF THE SUPREME 
COURT IN BATES ¥. ARIZONA, SUPRA. 


Since "the mere existence of a minimum fee schedule is sufficient to establish liability 
against the county bar association" Goldfarb v. Virginia Par Association, 95 S. Ct. 2008; 
Denman et al v. Schuylkill County Rar Association ct al, C. A. 72-2201, E. District of 
la., May 9, 1973, unreported, and both Complaints allege that the defendants ani their 
coconspiretors used minimum fee schedules, the court below shovld have given the pro se 
plaintiffs an opportunity to prove that minimum or suggested fee s.i1edules were in exist- 
ence, before Cismissing the case, or, to the same effect, ruled that the allerations of 
the Verified Complaints must be considered as true in considering motions for summary 
judgment or dismissal. 

b. Clains identical to those in the instant verified Complaints were made in Simmons 

v. Wayne County Par Association, supra; that case's antitrust claims were not dismissed 


for "failure to state a claim on which relief can be granted; but relicf was granted, and 


& consent decree was entered with costs aainst the defendant bar association, on 


Octover 6, 1976, It is highly likely that the defendants will cooperate in a “consent 
decree" or that the antitrust claims will prevail in a jury trial on remand of these 


cases, 
c,. That antitrust clains against bar associations and lawyers, for disbarring attorneys 


or otherwise disciplining them foradvertising, tor denying the goneral public's “right 
to know", fox disciplining lawyers for informing their clients and the general public 
of federal and state constitutional and statutory rights and protections available when 
the opposing attorneys and the state court officials do not want to argue or consider 
cons! itutional rights, can be made upon which relief can be granted, is shown also by 
the Supreme Court's granting of certiorari in Pates v. Arizona, supra. The Order grant- 
ing certiorari is not availatle to plaintiffs-appellants as this brief is being com 
pleted, but the description of the Supreme Court proceedings in the New York Tines and 
the Boston Globe of October 5, 1976, indicate that the Supreme Court ie planning a land- 
mark decision in the effects of constitutional free speech and advertising, due process 
protections, antitrust laws and the new "right to know” and “ccxsumer protection" lecis~ 
Jation on lawyers, bar associations and state disciplinary procedures, To benefit from - 
the Supreme Court rulings, this Court should remand the cases to the District Court for 
proceedings in conformity with the Supreme Ccurt cecision after discovery has been made. 
ad. In United States v. Oregon State Bar, C. A. 74-362, District of Oregon, the United 
States claimed relief against a “combination anc conspiracy" (consisting) of a continu- | 
ing agreement and concert of action among the defendant andcoconspirators'to raise, fix, 
stabilize, and maintain fees charsed by members of the defendant for rendering legal 
services" and requested relief from the District Court as follows: 

“That the defendant, its officers, directors and agents, and all other persons 

acting or claiming to act on its behalf be enjoined and restrained from, in any 

manner, directly or indirectly, continuin::, naintaining, or renewing the combina- 

tion and conspiracy hereinbefore alleged .«.. and from adopting or following any 

practice, plan, program, or device having a similar purpose or effect." 
The relief was granted. Since the claims in United States v. Oregon State Bar are 
similar to those of the instant Complaints, and the Ore on District Court was able to 


grant relief, the instant Complaints should not have been dismissed for failure to state 


ahs 


Sa TAN a 
a Nn 


a Claam upon which relief could be granted, 
e. in the State of Washington, the Disciplinary Board of the Washington State Bar 
Association charged Attorney Richara Sandors with “advertising his services to the 
general public” including “providing various brochures and materials regarding the 
law published by the Washington State Bar Association”, Lawyer Sanders, on April 20, 


1976, made the following defenses: 


“DEFENSES; Wotice to the Board of Governors of the dashington State Bar Associ- 
ation and to the Disciplinary Board. 


YOU AND EACH OF YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED and advised that your actions and disci- 
plinary rules raised heroin violate and are contrary to the following: 


I, CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS: ist and 14th Amendments of the United States 
Constitutions Article 1, Sections 1, 2, 3, 5, 10, 30 of the Constitution of 
Washington, 


II, CIVIL RIGHTS: 42 USC 1981-198%, Civil Rights Act, May 31, 1870. 


TII, ANTITRUST IAWS: 15 USC 1-7, Shorman Act, July 2, 1890, as amended; 15 USC 
%, 13a, Robinson-Patran Act, June 19, 1936, as amended, 15 USC 45, (Federal Trade 

ComA&usion Act - Section 5). 

DOMAND FOR OPEN MURTINCG AND JURY OF 12 PERSONS PUBLIC HEARING: 

R, CW. 2.48. O10 provides that the Vashington Bar Acsoclation is ",.. an agency 
of he stote...", a6 such its mosting and that of the disciplinary Loard are gub- 
ject to the provisions of R.C.W. 42,350,010 (Open Public Act). 


JURY TRIAL: The complaint charges respondent with certain criminal violations, 

PCW. 9.04,020 and RCW, 9,12,020. Article 1, Section 21 and the 10th Amondent 
to the Constitution of Washington provides a defendant (respondent) with the right 
40 a public jury trial ~ tho rospondent accordingly demande a jury of no less than 


12 porsons from a public panel, 


DAMAND FOR POLICY CHANCE: 
You and each of you are further demanded to change all rules and regulations so thats 


1, Information vorarding the law, courts, members of the Bar and Bench are 
made readily available to the public, 


2, That lawyers’ foes will not continue and revain fixed or at an ertificially 
high rate. 
3, Lawyers can openly discuss ond publish their views end opinions cegarding 


the lew and their profession without censor, 


4, Lawyers cen freely publish end disseminate their feos and charges to the 
public, 


5, Legal services can bo nade available to the middle incone public at a prica 
they can afform, 


6, No restraints or yostriections are placed on competition between lawyers, 
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The plaintiffs in the instant actions seek the same relief as is demanded by defendant 
attomey Sanders in his “Demand for Policy Change." The District Court can fashion such 
relies, and should be required to do so by this Court, after a hearing on the verits. 

f, ‘his Court must also consider that Referees Troland and Bordon are not state judges, 
but "referees" not free of econcmic pressure from lawyers who can decide not to use them : 
4f they make decisions the lawyers do not like. Only judges «re free of these pressures, 
serving “for life subject to good behavior” and thus only juigcs should have immunity 
from suit. 

g. The District Court indicates that the plaintiffs have the right to proceed. further 
4n state courts in vindication of their rights, This is not so. Time limitations on 
estate appeals have passed, and the District Court must consicer the complaints, 
especially the claims of the Lebowitz children to be with their father, "as a petition 
for Writ of Habeas Corpus, the Great Writ." Johnson v. Avery S, Ct. 747. The right 

to visitation with their father is a federal right, which cannot be taken without due 
process of law, Mabra v. Schmidt, 356 F. Supp. 620, 

h, The Court must not take away federal procedural rights because there may be some 
procedural rights unexhausted in the state aes “Phe federal remedy is supplementary 
to, and = mutually exclusive of, the state remedy," Monroe v. Pape, 365 US 167, 183, 
81S, Ct. 473. 

J. The District Court held that lawyers, though state “Commissionezs" are not “state 
officers" acting under color of state law, In — v, DeCarleto in 1972, however, 

the District Court found that the denial of the right of Turner to file a complaint in 
the state court solely because he was not a “Commissioner” with that power, Was an 
unconstitutional denial of due process. Obviously thore are antitrust violations here 
too, since only lawyers can practice the “antorstate trade” of filing litigation but ve - 
should not lose sight of the fact that, if a “Commissioner” is empowered by the state 

to file litigation, and obtain “attachments and liens" when cases are filed, and private 


4ndividuals do not have that power, then "Commissioners" take action “under color of 


state law" to meonstitutionally contrel and limit the rights and actions of pr te 


parties by refusing to file litigation for then, regardless of the merits of the 
at O~ 


litigation, if the litigation is displeasing to the "Conmissioners", If the state 
gives the lawyers the power to limit or deny due process in that matter, then lawyers 
are state officers. 

3. The action of lawyers as state officers in denying private parties the right to 


litigate has been extended to malicious criticisr. of those who would instruct the 


laymen in how to proceed in court without lewyers. The defendants here participated, 


with others of the Connecticut Bar Association, in preparation, publishing, and dis- 
tribution of a defamatory pamphlet about How to Avoid Probate, and its author, Mr, Dacey, 
Mr, Dacoy sued, and won a $65,000 verd&t against the Connecticut Bar Association in 
Hartford Superior Court, The Supreme Court of Connecticut overtwmed the jury verdict 

on a technicality concerning the legal definition of "malice" that was so flagrant that 
Mr, Dacey has tzken his claim to this Court, and 4s suing now for $10,000,000, This 
denonetrates the viclous pattern of behavior of state lawyers and state judges, and the 
unfortmate "side effect" of the increase of Mtigetion in this Court. This Court 

should put a stop to the illsgal and meonstitutional actions of the state bar including 
the state julges that wink ut massive violations of the Code of Provessional Responsibility 
and, worse yet, the Constitutions and laws of Gonnecticut and even of the United States. 
In three arens, meonatitutional attachments, aboxtion, and illegal minimum fee schedules, 
the bar of Coanecticut has sought, by legislation and covert private acts, to subver* 


and eliminate the effect of U.S. Supvame Court Gecisions in these areas, 


2, THES UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, UNDER ITS LOCAL RUIE NO, 2 (D), SHOULD HAVE GRANTED 
PLAINTIFFS* MOTION TO ORDER THE ULITED STATES ATTORNEY TO INVESTIGATE, FOR DISCIPLINARY 
PROGESDINGS, THE VERIFIED CHARGES AGAINST L, PATRICK GRAY, ESQUIRE, THAT HS: (A) TOOX 
COMPLETED TRANSCRIPTS OF TES RROORDINGS OF THS ILLSCAL “pics” INSTALLED IN ‘THE DEMCCRATIC 
WATIONAL COMMITTED HEADQUANTERS TO THE WHITE ROUSE SO THAT THEY COULD BE EX MINED BY 
COCCHSPIRATOR NIXON AND OTHGR WATERGATE SUSPECTS, AS ADNI TpTED BY DEFENDANT GRAY; (B) IN 
1971 AND 19725 CONSPIRED TO CaUSS, AND CAUSED , VIOLATIONS OF THE FIRST ANGE ONT AND 
OTTER grees F a JACK ANDGRSON AND HIS FAMILY, 70 ‘DIS CREDIT ANDERSON m THE BYES 
OF THE AMERICAN FSOPLE, SO THAT THEY VOULD NOT RELY ON TIS STATHMENTS IN HIS NE S ARTICIES, 
WEAKENTG OUR PRES —_ AND TO PUTTSH ANDERSON FOR UNCOVERING AND PRINTING ANTTCIES 
UNFAVORABLE TO THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION, INCLUDING: (1) CONSPIRING TO MURDER ANDERSON 
WITH AN “ExoTIC POISCN," (2) ORDERING ANDERSON, HIS WIFE, AND HIS CHILVERN Fo! SLOWED 3 Y 
CIA AGENTS EVERY DAY POR SEVERAL MONTHS IN 1972, (3) FERRETING OUT HIS NEY SOURCES, 

IND DISCRSDITING OR = \MAGING m Bit, (4) DESTROYING HIS C SpIBILITY, (5) ATTEMPTING 
APETIISTER “DRUGS, INCLUDING HALUCINOSENS, TO BE ADMINISTERED BY APPLICATION TO THE 
STLERING WHEEL OF Gaspise 3) AUTOMOBILE, OR BY Tl PRODUCTION INTO A BOPTLE OF MEDICIN 

OR INTO A DRINK," (6) JLINGALLY WIRZPAPPING HIS TELEFHONE, (Cc) IN THe SUMSER OF oe 


@RANSPORTED DOCUMENTARY WATERGATE EVIDENCE ACROSSE STATE LINES INSTEAD OF TURNING IT 
OVER TO THE SPECIAL PROSECUTOR OR THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, (D) SOMETIME AFTER 
CHRISTMAS, 1972, BURNED, IN STONINGTON, CONN., WATERGATE EVIDENCE HE HAD BEEN TOLD TO 
“DgEP SIX" BY WATERGATE CRIMINALS; (E AUTHORIZED AND APPROVED AT LEAST 12 ILLEGAL 
BURGLARIES OF THE OFFICES OF VARIOUS GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS BEING INVESTIGATED BY 
THE FBI, WITH NO SEARCH WARRANTS WHATSOEVER, IN 1972-3; (F) ON JANUARY 11, 1973, 
ORDERED AN ILLEGAL AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL MMATLCOVER" ON THE NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS OF 
A LEGAL POLITICAL PARTY, WITHOUT ANY INDICTMENT PENDING AGAINST THE PARTY OR ITS 
MEMBERS, AND NO SEARCH WARRANT OUTSTANDING AGAINST THE POLITICAL PARTY; (G) IN 
MARCH, 1973, COMMITTED FERIURY IN THE UNITED STATES SENATE HEARINGS ON HIS PROPOSED 


CONFIRMATION AS PERMANENT DIRECTOR OF THE FBI, 


a. Defendant L. Patrick Gray is a member of the bar of the U. 5. District Court, 


pistrict of Connecticut, and subject to its Local Rule 2 (4), which provides for 


@iscipline of the menbers of its bar. The District Court, in the person of District 


Judge Blumenfeld, decided to reject the verified statements in voth Complaints about 


the edmitted felonious behavior of defendant Attorney Gray, the common knowledge 


available to him as & juige, and the federal civil complaint filed by national columist 


Jack Anderson and his family against defendant Grey, and denied the motion under nocal 


Rule 2 (¢). Instead of taking judicial notice of defendant Gray's unconsionabie be- 


havior, Judge Blumenfeld chose "judicial disregard,” or “penign neglect" of defendant 


Gray's many admitted felonies. 


b, In effect, the District Court has said that it is perfectly alright for the 


grievance committee defendents to punish lewyers for sending out "excess Christras 


caris", perfectly alright for defendant Gray to burn Wetergate evidence he had carried 


over state lines, in the greatest “obstruction of justice" case the United States has 


ever seen, and for the grievance committee members not to investigate hin for discipline. 


The plaintiffs cannot understand this set of decisions and moral judgments by tho 


District Court,and so can only concluie that the District Court feels that whatever 


lawyers do is satisfactory, and whatever pro 6° litigants ettempt 4s wrong, the District 


Court should have moved on its own when 44 received the verified Complaints setting 


fouth Gray's behavior and Gray failed to deny §nmediately such behavior under oath, 


The failure of the District Court to naintain minimal standards of decency end honesty 


and lawful behavior by lawyer Gray can result in but one conclusion, that the District 


Court is biased against pro se litigants, and in favor of lawyers. 

ce, District Court Judge Blumenfeld’s bias against pro se litigants is demonstrated in 
his ignoring of 4 signal victory by a pro 5¢ litigant in the Supreme Court of the 

United States while castigating and chastising the pro se litigant for filing un- 
successful causes, In Tucker v. Crikelair, C, No. H-75-310, District Judge Blumenfeld's 
Memorandum of Decision dated August 16, 1976, lists, in Footnote No, 1, page 2, the case 
pucker v. Maher, Civil No, 13,786 (D, Conn, Nov. 6, 1972) (dismissed), afftd, 497 F. 

2a 1309 (24 Cir. 1974)" ignoring entirely that Tueker, pro se, lost in the Second Circuit 


in early 1973, then petitioned, pro Se, in early 1973 for certiorari in the Supreme 


Court, and certiorari was granted and the case reversed and remanded summarily, in 


light of the Supreme Court’s decisions in Sniedach v. Family Finance, 89 S, Ct. 1820 
end Lynch v. Household Finance, 92 5. ct, 1113. After his victory in the Supreme Court, 
Tucker “as informed by District Judge Blunefeld that his case was moot because the 
shment laws of Conneeticut forbidding the further 

f£ yoal property without the due process protection of notice end an opporte 
mity to be heard. Pucker had suffered monetary damage from the unconstitutional 
attachnents, including damage to his emedit and eaming capabilities, but Judge Biumenfeid 
dismissed his amended Complaint, contrary to the rvling in Howard v. Kumen, Cc. A. 73- 
3316, Dist. of Massachusetts, Dec. 3, 1967, unreported, that even after an unconsitut- 
Sonal attechneat of real estate 4s renoved or dissolved, the yictin of the uncon- 
stitutional attachment may press his claim for money darages in federal case filei to 
end the unconstitutional linitations of the use of the victim's property. Tucker 
appealed the dismissal of his money damages claims to the 2nd Circuit, 44 affirmed the 
dismissal in 1974, Not giving Tucker, PLO SC, eredit for his phenomenal victory in the 
Suprene Court of the United States, while criticizing him for the several actions he 
lost, demonstrates tho District Judge's bias ageinst pro 6e litigants. 


, THE DISTRICT COURT COMMITTED REVEASTRIE ERROR INDISMISSING THe INSTANT VERIFIED 
COMPLAINTS Of THE GROUNDS THAT ‘HEY CLATHED ONLY AN UNACTTIOD ABLE CONSPIRACY AGAINST ONG 
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OF THE PLAINTIFFS OF THE TWO SUITS, WHEN THE COMPLAINT CLAIMED A CONSPIRACY AGAINST 
THE GENERAL PUBLIC THAT HAD ADVERSELY AFFECTED AND DAMAGED ALL TEN FLAINTIFFS OF BOTH 
COMPLAINTS, AND MANY OVERT ACTS AGAINST SPECIFIC MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC, NOT 


PLAINTIFFS. 
a. The District Court, in dismissing the actions, alludes to arguments by the de- 
fendents that the plaintiffs have not been injured more than the general public by 

the misconduct of the defendants including the refusal of the defendant Grievance 
Committees members to discipline members of the bar. Plaintiffs have been injured 

more than the general public, i.e. they have been injured more than those who have 

not had to rely on the state courts for justice, and who have not had to retain lawyers 
to attempt to gain their federal rights. 

Even if this were so "Plaintiffs’ standing is not defeated by the fact that his in- 
juries are shared by countless others", Ash v, Cort, 496 F 2d 416, C. Ae 3, April 16, 
1974, Slip Opinion, page 5, Also at Page 5, "plaintiff alleges economic injury, *** 
as a citizen ani voter whose nollisy to securs a responsive governuait nas 
nee ia ssened, While these injuries, tangible and intagibie, may be small, they ore 
personal to the plaint rf, directly related to his claim, and may be rencdied by the 
injunctive and damage reli. . cought; hence they are sufficient to support plaintiff's 
standing, See U, S. v. Stwlents Challenging Regulatory Agency Procedures (SCRAP) 

M12 US 669, 685-89 (1973) and cases cited 4d, at 689, n 15." “SCRAP declared that 
standing 4s not lost because the harm asserted is universally shared. U.S, v. SCRAP, 
supra, at 686-88," Also, in Ash v. Cort, at 420, the Third Circuit held that, because 
they were asked to “adjudicate private rights" (as in instantcases), “we need not 
deternine whether the statute asserted to provide plaintiff's cause of action places 
him outside the class permitted to invoke our processes, Cf Davis v. Romey, Nos, 
73-1249 & 73-1420, Blip. op. at 3-5 (34 Cir, 1974) ." 

In addition to the basis for accepting jurisdiction found in Ash, this Court has 
verified statements that the instant plaintiffs are sensitive to injustice, more than 


the averaze in the clans “governed persons", and nave suffered adverse reactions, in- 


cluding mental pain and anguish, to the criminal acts of the defendants, Greater 


~ih 


damage was done by the realization that they, with only honest work and good citizen- 
ship to contribute, were ineffectual, and deprived of their rights to participate in 
the discipline of the bar because they ere laymen, not lawyers, Other aspects of the 
decision in Ash v, Cort, supra, that have not been upheld by this Court inclide: 
Violation of 18 USC 241, 242, 371 is sufficient to eustain a civil suit for 
monetary damages, Ash, Slip op at 1, "Even if the plaintiff has no live clain 
for injunctive relier, the dispute over damages renders this controversy jus- 
ticiable,” At 419 
“Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 US 727, 733 (1972), is not applicable because the 
Court is not asked to review administrative action (at 5), and the instant 
plaintiffs have an interest, end have stated it, as the Sierra Club did not," 
The standards for an implied cause of action requires that “the provision violated was 
designed to provect a class of person inclwiing the plaintiffs from the harm of which 
pleintiff(s) complains and that it 1s appropriate in- light of the statute’s purposes, 
to afford plaintiff the remedy sought, Blivens v, Six Unknown Named Agents. 403 US 
338, 395-97 (1971)" and other cases. Ash, 421, Note here also 4 state provisions 
gesigned to protect the justice-seeking public (and anyone in tue state's jurisaicstion) 
wore stated by the inctant plaintiffs in their Compiaints, “Courts have consistently 
held that statutes providing for criminal Mebility do not preclude assertion of 
priyat® causes of action." Ash,422. This Jack of morality is responsible, in part, 
for the mental nain end anguish of the instant plaintiffs. 
"Ag yoter(s) and citizen(s), plaintiff(s) are within the class Congress scught to 
protect, Cong, Rec. 43379-S1 (1971) vemarks of Cong, Hanser." Ash, 422. 
‘The harm to plaintiff(s) as citizens, while not set forth explicity in his conplaint, 


: District 
4s presumably the intapzible harm foreseen by Congress, Ash, 22. The, Court apparently 


overlooked the intagivte but painful harm te the plaintiffs in this action, 


"We reject defendants’ argument that provisions des/ ened for the protection of the 
entire (Connecticut) public cannot give rise to 4uplied causes," Ash, 423. It should 
be noted that the instant defendants asked for, ond received, a preat deai of extra 


time for their responsive pleadings, end then ignored Ash v, Cort, supra, 


“The (Legislative) intent to protect many people from many possible violations 
also favors individual suits to enforce the act as the number of putative de- 
fendants, committing acts more likely to be covert than notorious, is so great 
that government enforcement also might prove 4nsufficient,” Ash at 423,: 


"The nature of the Prohibited conduct further supports provision of private 
remedies.” "The politican whose (appointment) 4s facilitated by violation of 
Sec, 610 may be in charge of the statute's enforcement.” Ash at 423, 


“Phe District Court erred in granting summary juwigment (for the defendant) and 
denying plaintiff's motion for an evidentiary hearing.” Ash at 426, 


"When this (Ash) case was before us on apy%al of the preliminary injunction denial, 
the complaint asserted pendent federal jurisdiction over a clain arising wder 
state laws (and sought) damages for the claimed lew violation,” Ash at #19. 


“Phe dispute over damages renders this controversy justiciable, See Powell v. 
McCormack, 395 US 486, 495-500 (1969)." At 419. 


“As a constitutional matter, all that is required for standing is that the 
plaintiff have been personally injured or be threatenedwith such injury and 
that the injury-be directly related to plaintiff's legal clein. Flast v. Cchen, 
392 US 83, 101, (1968), Baker v, Carrs 397 US 186, 204, *** Plaintiff alicges 
economic injury *** end further injury as a citizen and voter whose ability to 
secure a responsive federal government has been lessened, *** Plaintiff's 
standing is not defeated by the fact that his injuries are shared by countless 
others, *** Flast at 93-9", declarcda that stending is not lost because the 
harm asserted is wmiversally sharcd®, At 420. : 


“Allecing personal injury from defendants’ violation of a federal statute (is 
USO Sec, 421. 242, 371, pleintiff may invoke cur jurisdiction under 26 U°C Sec, 


1331 (1970)." At 420. 


"Courts ascertain the policies underlying the substantive law and determine the 
propriety, a5 & means of effectuating those policies of affording Mtigsnts a 
4cular remedy. Bivins v, Six Unknown Named Agents, supra, end 402-03, n. 4 
Parte, J. concurring); Holloway v. Bristol-Myers Corp., 485 F 2a 986, 989-99 
Dd. 


C, Cir 1973)." At 421. 


“Courts have consistantly held that statutes providing for criminal lability 
do not preciude assertion of private causes of action, E, G, Wyandotte Co. v. 
United States, 389 US 191, 200-02; Texas & Pacific Ry. v. Rigsby, 241 US 33, 
39-H1 (1916). In Rigsby the Suprene Court, inferring a private cause of acticn 
for violation of a criminal provision, distinguished "remedial" from “penal” 
application of a statute, Id. at 44" “At. 422. 


“The harm to plaintiff as a voter and citizen, while not set forth explicitly 
4n his conplaint (but set forth explicity in the instant complaint as harm done 
at the Imowledge of such flagrant and callous disregard of the law, noral, 
principles, and the root fibre of our denocracy), 1s presumably the intangible 
harm foreseen by Congress, *** Clearly plaintiffs satisfy the First Anondment 
reguirenent for determining a cause of action", At 422, 7 


"Phus we find allowance of 2 private cause of action, whether brovgh by & 
citizen to secure injmctive relief or by a stockholder to secure injunctive 


or derivative danage relief, proper.” At 42h, 
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“The District Court erred in granting summary judgement and denying plaintiff's 
motion for an evidentiary hearing.” At 426, 


Arguing further plairtiffs' standing to make their c"aims upon which the District 
Court may grant relief, we go to Sierra Club v, Morton, supra, where at 731-32, it 

is held that the “standing to sue" depends upon whether the party has alleged a 
"personal stake in the outcome of the controversy;" Baker v, Carr, 369 US 186, 204, 
so on to insure that “the dispute sought to be adjudicated will be presented in an 
adversary context and in form historically viewed as capable of jujicial resolution.” 
Flast v. Cohen, sobia: Plaintiffs have alleged a personal monetary stake in the “out- 
come of the controversy", Sierra goes on to holds 


“(in) Data Processing Service v. Camp, 397 US 150, and Barlow v, Collins, 397 

US 159, decided the same day, we held more broadly that persons had standing to 
obtain judicial review of federal aency action under Sec. 10 of the APA where 
they alleged that the challenged action had caused them ‘injury in fact" and vhere 
the eliered injury was to an interest ‘arguable within the zone of interests to be 
protected or regulated’ by the statutes that the (defendants) were claimed to have 
viclated., AL 733. 

"(The fact that these particular environ:.ental in terests are shared ty the rany 
rather then the fu docs not rake them less deserving of legal protection through 
; NCE "ain miy in fac requires more than an injury 


the judicial 
arity secking review be himsel> 


ee, feb Se ee: ee 
ocripps-Howard (Rad! 


Pag oe ae ae i ie eres err. , wen ee 
Lo ve. FCC, 316 US 4) was clearly ‘agcrieved by reason of the 
economic injury*that it 


would suffer as 2 result of the commission action.” At 736-377. 


"(the fact of economic injury is what gives a person standing to seek judicial 
review under the statute, tut once review is properly invoked, that person may 
argue the public interest in support of his clain. At 737+ 

"Tt 4s in 2 similar sense that we have used the phrase ‘private attorneys general’ 
to dereribe the function performed by persons apon whom Congress has conferred 
the right to scek judicial review of agency action. See Data Processing, Supra, 
at 154," 


“The trend of cases ****has been toward recognizing that injuries other than economic 
harn are sufficient to bring a person within the meaning of the statutory Jansuace, 
and toward discarding the notion that an injury that is widely shared is ipso facto 
not an injury sufficient to provide the bas for judicial review," At 738. 
"(he interest alleged to have been injured ‘may reflect aesthetic, censervational, 
arc recreational as vel) eas econonic valucs'." At 738. 

"The requirenent that a party secking review must allege facts shoving, that he 
4s himself adverscly affected does not insulate executive action from judicial 
review, nor does it prevent any public interests from being protected throuch 
the judicial process, 11 doés serve as at leant a rourh atten 
as to whether review will te sought in the hands 


He 


to put the cecision 


4 

pe 
of those who have a direct 
4. W1OSEC KiO BAVe & ULToC. 


vo 


an i} or cee a Pere Ae Lake 
an tne outcome." At 740, 
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"It will be seen, also, that by leaving it to private interest to censure the law, 
and by intimately unitins the trial of the law with the trial cf an individual, 
legislation is protected from wanton assaults and from the daily ag:ressions of 
party spirit. The errors of the legislator are exposed only to meet a real want, 
an it is always a positive and appreciable fact that must serve as the basis 0. a 
prosecution. 1 Democracy in America 102 (1945) De Tocqueville. 
b. ‘The defendants arjue that state judges are immune from suit under Sec. 1983, but 
overlook the law that state judges are subject to control by injunctive relief, Younger 
v. Harris, 401 US 37, It is true that a “court of the United States may not grant an 
injunction to stay proceedings in a state court" as argued by the defendants, according 
to 28 USC. Sec. 2283, but there is an exception, “except as expressly authorized cy Act 
of Conzress (and 42 USC, Sec. 1983 has been ruled as such an Act) or where necessary in 
aid of its jurisdiction, or to protect or effectuate its judgments". These exceptions 
have been used since the end of the Civil War to protect the ri,hts of the inhabitants 


of the United States from infringement by state judges. The District Court should do no 


less, 
4, IN CONSIDERING A MOTION VO DISHISS FOR PATLURE "OQ STATE A CLAIN UPON WHICH RELI 
CAN DE GRANTED, THE DISTRICT COURT MUST ACCEPT ALL “HE ALLZUATIGNS Os THis VERIZ ITED COi- 
PLAINT AS TRUZ; IF THIS HAD BEEN DONE, THE COUPLATINS WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN DISHISS.D. 
Rule 12 (v) (6), Fed, R. Civ. P., provides that a Complaint may be dismissed for failurc 
to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. In considering a dismissal under 
Rule 12, the District Court must consider all the allegations of the Complaint as true, 
even if the Complaint is not verified, as the instant Complaints are. In light of the 
decisions in Bates v. Arizona, supra, and United States ve Oregon State Ear, supra, the 
U. 5. prosecution of the ABA, and the consent decree in Simmons v. Jayne County Par 
Association, supra, al] confirming antitrust claims of the instant Complaint, and the 
fact that any illegal restraint of the practice of law is, in essence, also unconstitu- 
tional denial of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments' guarantees of due process of lav, 
the Complaints should not have been dismissed for failure to state claims upon which 
relief could be granted. 


5. THE VERIFIED COMPLAINTS STATE THAT THERE WAS “ACTION IN CONCERT" WITH STATS O02. TUBNG 
INVADING THE CONSTITUTIONALLY-GUARANSUED RICHTS, PRIVILE ES, AND IMMUNITIES OF THE 
+e 


PLAINTIFFS;7HIS IS SUFFICIENT, UNDER MODERN STANDAKDS, TO SURVIVE MOTIONS TO DIS cIus 
AND SHOULD HAVE BEEN HEARD ON THE  ERT?S, 


ik 


Tn Dennan et al v. Shubow et al, No. 7043, Court of Appeals for the F.irst Circuit, 

Dec. 14, 1967, unreported, it was ruled that a Complaint alleging that a private 
individual, attorney Shubow, "acted in concert" with state officers invading the 
Constitutionally-. uaranteed rights, privilevzes, and immunities of Denman and his 
children vas "ininirum pleading" but accordin, co "modern standards" would survive the 
motion for dismissal for failure to state a claim upon which (federal) relief could be 
granted, citing U. S, v. Price, 86 S, Ct. 1152, 1157. footnote 7, at 86S, Ct. 1157, 
points out that 42 USC Sec. 1983 is the civil counterpart of 18 USC Sec. 241. Plaintiffs 
in the instant actions have alleged a 18 USC Sec, 241 "combination and conspiracy” on 
the part of the defendants, which allegation was adopted directly from the indictment 
of F, Lee Bailey and others in the Middle District of Florida in 1974. Since this cone 
spiracy resulted in injuries to the plaintiffs, they are entitled to sue for injunctive 


relief and money dama es under the "civil counterpart," 42 USC Sec, 1983. 


6. SINCE THE DISTRICY COURT A _osimehaes 2 ONE OF THE SUITS’ PLAINTIPYS TO FILE A “FURTHER 
AMENDED VERT# Pi f0 PLATT", AFTER CONSIDER! et TH j BHOULI) KOT HAVE DIS- 
KISS) POR “VATLURE TO STATS A CLAI tii UPON wHICH RELIES Be CUANTED", 


After denying, on April 30, 1976, the Monroe plaintiffs’ motion to Tile an Amended 
Veriticd Couplaint, the Dist:ict Court received, and allowed, the Kotion to File the 
Verified Further Amended Complaint, on May 12, 1976, The clains of the Further Anended 
Complaint had been considered in deciding on whether the Fotion to file should be allow- 
ed, and the decision was favorable, If the District Court felt that the Further Amended 
Complaint did not state a clain upon which relief could be granted, it should have denied 
the motion to file the Further Amended Conplaint, without prejudice to amend. 

7- ‘THE PLEADINGS O: PRO SE LITISANTS, MAKING SERICUS CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTCRY CLAIMS, 
SHOULD RE TREA rp bese age fae SCAR 1 TO PREEN CALITY AND SHOULD NOT BE DIS ISSED BR'UASE Ol 
THE BIAS AND PREJUDICE O: THE & DISTRICT JUDGE AGAINST PuO SE LITIGANTS, 

Picking v. Perma. Ry. Co., 151 F. 2d 240, holds that the pleadings cf pro se litigants, 
espousins complex civil ri hts causes, should be considered without re ‘ard to technical- 
ity. In the 6th Circuit, Puckett v. Cox, 456 F, 2d 233, wakes the sane ruling, stating, 

as the Gupreme Court has, that pro se litivants will not be held to the same levels of 


technical perfection in their pleadin s as attorneys in the preparation of theirs. This 
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“ 


principle should be applied in the instant actions; it is felt that this just prin- 
ciple, in full accordance with the spirit and letter of Rule 1, PRCE, vas 


in the instant Complaints because of the District Court Judce's b$as a ainst pro se 


pleaders. 


CONCLUSION 


These dismissals should be overturned, and the cases returnei to the District of 
Connecticut with instructions to permit full discovery while waiting for tne Supreme 
Court's definitive decision in wates v. Arizona, supra, 50 that the cases ney be dis- 


posed of with the benefit of full factual knowledge of the cases in accordance with 


the Supreme Court decision in Bates. 
By the Appellants, pro se 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 


ee Ae NOe A (ORFs 


NADINE MONROE and FLOYD RICHARD MONROE and LISA ALLEN MONROE by their nother, next 
friend, ard natural guardian, Nadine Monroe, Flaintifis 


Ve 


L. PATRICK GRAY, Esquire, individually and as Commissioner of the Courts cf 
Connecticut; 


HENRY HARRIS, WILLIAM MINER, and EDWARD McKAY, Esquices, individually, and as 
Chairman and “Yenmber, respectively, of the New London County Grievance Committee, 
and as Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 

FRANK ©. DULLY, HAROLD J. ZISENBERC, ALBERT S. BILL and FHILIP &, DUNN, Zsquires, 
individually and as Chairman, Members and Counsel, respectively,for the Hartford 
County Grievance Committee and as Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 


LOUIS C. #CCL, ANDREW BRAND, FRANCIS LCNDREGAN, GDORGES CTUMAN and IGOR SIKORSKY, JR., 
Esquires, individually and as Commissioners of the Cour.s of Connecticut; 


SUISMAN, SHAPIRO, WOOL & BRENNAN, a law partnership; 


THOMAS &. TROLAND, Esquire, individually and as Referee of the New London County 
Superior Court and Commissioner of the Court of Connecticut; 


ANGELO SANTANIELLO, individually and as Judge of the New London County Superior Court 
and Commissioner of the Courts of Connecticut; 


FLOYD MCONROZ, JR., and 


MARTIN GOITESDIENER, individually and as a Certified Public Accountant of Connecticut, 
Defendants. 


TRIAL BY JURY REQUIRED 
VERIFIED FURTHER AMENDED CCMPLADIT 
1. This action arises under the Constitution of the United States and its Firs 
Fifth, Zighth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendments; 15 USC Section 1, 3, 13, 15, and 25, 
28 USC Secttons 1331 and 1243; 42 USC Sections 1983, 1985, 1986, and 1988, and the 
laws of the State of Connecticut. The amount in controversy exceeds the sum of Ten 
Thousand Dollars, exclusive of interest and costs. 
2. PDefeniants L. Patrick Cray, Henry Harris, wWilliem Miner, Edward Mcvay, Frank &. 
Dully, Harold J, Eisenberg, Albert S. Bill, Fhilip Rk. Dunn, Louis C. dool, Andrew 
Brand, Francis Londregan, George Gilman, Igor Sikorsky, Jx., Thomas Troland and 
Angelo i e Grey; Harris, Miner, iteXay, Dully, Sisenberg, 311i, 
Dunn, Wool, Brand, Londregan, Giinan, Sixorsky, Trolamd and San’entello, mespectively 
ei to practice and practicing under color of 
of 


Connecticut, and Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut. 


wee 


Defendants Cray, Wool, and Brand are nembers of Suisman, Shavirs, wool & Prennan 


(hereinafter the "partnership"), a lax partnership, duly resistered as such with the 


vk 
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aqueeyetate municipal agency. Defendant Martin Gottesdiener, (hereinafter Cotte!’ lener) 
4s a Certified Public Accountant, duly exemined, appointed and acting as such under 

+ Sem of lev of Conncettovt. Mefewiante Heretic, Miner end Weaver awe the duly serainted 
ed acting Chairman and Members, respectively, of the New London County Grievance 

C mittee, acting at all tines herein urder color of law of Connecticut, Defendants 

" Lly, Eisenberg, 5111 and Dunn are the duly appointed Chairman, Members and Counsel 

of the Hactford County Grievance Committee, acting at all tines herein under color of 
law of Connecticut. Defendant Troland is a duly appointed and acting State Referee, 
acting at all times herein under color of the laws of Connecticut. Defendant cantantell: 
dis the duly appointed and acting Presiding Judge of the New London County Superior 
Court, acting at all times herein under color of law of Connecticut. 

3. Prior to 1962, and continuing thereafter up to and including the filing of this 
Complaint, the defendants did unlawfully, knowingly, and wilfully combine, conspire, 
confederate and agree together and with each other, and with diverse other persons, 
under color of state law, to commit offenses against the United States and acts in- 
jurious to the plaintiffs, that is; 

&. To knowingly and wilfully deny and defraud, by various schemes and artifices, 
including the bait and switch technique, the plaintiffs, and the public in general, 
of due process of’ law and the equal protection of the law, under color of state lax, 
in violation of the 14th Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, Title 1%, 
United States Code, Section 241; and Title 42, US Code Sections 1983 and 1525; 

be To knowingly and wilfully threaten, intimidate, harass, punish and dis- 


Courage, under color of state law, the plaintiffs and the public in general, from ex- 


ercising the plaintiffs’ and public's constitutionally-guaranteed rights, and chill 
the ardor of the plaintiffs and the general public to exercise constitutionally suaras- 
teed rights, privileges and inmunities, in violation of the Fifth, Zighth, and Four- 
teenth Amendments to theConstitution of the United States, Title 18, US Code Section 
242, and Title 42, US Code Sec*tons 1983 and 1985; 

CG. To knowingly and wilfully restrain the practice of law, an interstate trade, 
to deny the plaintiffs and the general public the tenefits of constituttonal az 
Protections, and set, maintain and enforce illegal minimum fee schedules; in violation 
of the Fifth and fourteenth Anendmonts of the Constitution of the United Stztes and 
Title 15, US Code Sections 1, 3, 13, 15, and 25, ail of which was in violation 
Title 18, US Code Section 371; 


4, In furtherance of the above conspiracy and in order to effect its objectives, 
the defendants dic commit, amoung others, the following overt acts in New London 
County, Connecticut and elsewhere: 
QVERTS ACTS 

A. At some time prior to August, 1968, deferdants Harris, Miner and McKay were 
appointed members of the New London County Crievance Comnittee, hereinafter the 
"Grievance Committee", and cause’ to be commenced and commenced to deny the general 
public speedy, just, even-handed and inexpensive determination of the public's grievance: 
against New London County lawyers. They refused and failed to present to the New London 
County Superior Court any offenses reported to them ty pro se litigants or the general 
public, and tock action only against lw yers who were complained of by the New London 
County Bar Association's Board of Covernors and failed to take effective action against 
any lawyer against whom a grievance was or should have been filed. 

B. In August, 1968, defendant Londregan lied to plaintiff Nadine Monroe con- 


cerning legal duties he had contracted to perform for her and her children, cx 


ing fron her that he was denying them due process of law, 

C. Later in the fall of 1968, defendant Londregan showed defendant wool, attor- 
ney for defendant Floyd Monroe, important material evidence which plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe had instructed hin not to disclose to the opposition. 

D, After showing defendant Wool the evidence he was not to divulge, defendant 
Londregan, on instruction of defendant Wool, falsely informed plaintiff Nadine ‘ionroe 
she could not use the evidence, denying the Monroe plaintiffs their right to intreduce 
evidence in support of their cause. 

E. In Novemter, 1968, defendant Londregan nade false recommendations to plain- 
tiff Nadine Monroe concerning the amount of support she should obtain from defendant 
Floyd Monroe, denying the Monroe plaintiffs due process of law in the dudicial deter~ 
mination of amounts due thea, 

F, In April, 1969, defendant Gilman, after becoming counsel for plaintiff Nedine 
Monroe, illegally advised her to sign fraudulent tncome tax papers. 

G. Shortly tefore June 13, 1969, dezendants Gilman, wool and Floyd Monroe 
failed ard refused to provide insurence protection for paaintif’s Lisa and Floyd 
Richard, and on June 15, 1969, cauaed +o be given and gave fraudulent perjucd testi- 
mony injurious to the plaintiffs’ cause, which perjury was not discovered by the 
plaintiffs until Jate in Aucust. 1971. 


H, On June 13, 1969, defendant Gilman refused to challenge false evidence sub 


ur 


An} 


mitted by Geteraacts Wool ant Floyd Monroe, and failed and refused to obtain an 
order for paynent to wnich the plaintiffs were entitled as a matter of law. 

tT, ter that same day, defendant Gilman failed and refused to make a claim 
cu funds which were due the plaintiffs as a matter of law. 

J. later tuat day, defendant Gilman failed and refused to argue pleadingshe 
t i previously filed, denying the plaintiffs benefits of funds they were due as a 
uatter of law. 

K. St4ll1 later that day, defendant Gilman accepted unjust settlement for the 
plaintiffs without knowle’ gy or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe. 

L. On June 13, 1°59, at the end of the ccurt proceeding, defendant Gilman ad- 
vised plaintiff Nadine Monroe against prompt termination of the litigation, intending 
thereby to permit, and permitting, defendants Wool and his client, defendant Floyd 
Monroe, to conceal and remove funds in which the plaintiffs had a lawful interest. 

M. On July 14, 1969, defendant Wool filed a pleading in the New London County 
Superior Court, and by prearrangement with defendant Gilman, the plaading was not 
prosecuted, thereby allowing the concealment and removal of funds to continue. 

N. On January 21, 1971, defendant Wool filed a pleading to exert extortionary 
- pressure on plaintiff Nedine Monroe, and defendant Gilnan failed and refused to re- 
spond to the pleading to deny the plaintiffs a speedy determination of the issues. 

0. On February 17, 1971 defendant (.lman filed an unjustified pleading seeking 
payment of $7,500 from defendant Floyd Monroe without knowledge or consent of plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe, making reasonable and prompt settlement of the issues and termination 
of the proceedings impossible. 

P. Shortly after August 21, 1971, when plaintiff Lisa Monroe was injured in an - 
auto accident in a car driven by defendant Floyd Monroe, defendant Gilman re: used to : 
obtain a enurt order for reasonable protection of the minor Monroe plaintizfs. 

Q. On September 27, 1971 defendants Wool and Gilman met for two hours, and 
agreed to den; the Monroe plaintiffs effective representation. 

R, In Octover, 1971, deferdant Gilman made himself w:available to plaintif: 
Nadine Monroe, and instructed his secretary to inform her that he was on vacation, 
and defendant Floyd Monroe threatened he would "play dirty" if plaintiff Na’-s. Monroe 
continued tc press for the divorce, 


S. In November, 1971, defendant Gilman became insulting and verbally abusive 


A-4 


axl shouted at plaintiff Nadine Monroe. He made false statements that she had no 


Grounds for divorce and refused to use effective material evidence in his possession. 
‘He stated falselv that the Flovd Monrne and Son corporation. whose snle euner uac 
defendant Floyd Monroe, was not a family asset which the plaintiff could share, as 

a matter of law. He falsely and extortionately maintained to plaintiff Nadine Monrce 
that she should accept a $10,000 settlement and the "privilege" of obtaining the 
divorce, and that 1 she did not, she would get "nothing". 

T. On December 1, 1971, defendant Cilnan refused to return papers, including 
evidence not introduced in court, to plaintiff Nadine Monroe until or unless she 
paid him an extortionate sum. He did not return her papers until February 1, 1972. 

January 26, 1972, defendant Gilnan filed a request to withdraw from the 
case. 

V. On January 27, 1972, the next day, defendant Wool filed a cross comp 
for divorce for defendant Floyd Monroe. 

W. On March 2, 1972, defendant wool filed a motion to place the complaints on 
the uncontested list Imowing full well that plaintiffs wished to contest the complainis, 
making it necessary for Nadine Monroe to hire defendant Sikorsky to prepare and file 
her objection to uncontested proceedings, 

X. In the period March 2 to 13, 1972, deferdant Sikorsky nisrepresented his 
diligence to plaintiff Nadine Monroe, and promised "gangbuster" action including the 
divorce decree by that summer. 

Y. On or about March 24, 1972, defendant Sikorsky and his associates cancelled 
the deposition of defendant Floyd Monroe that had ceen granted by the Court on March L7; 
promised to reschedule the deposition promptly, but failed and refused to do so. 

Z. In June, 1972, defendant Sikorsky had a conference with plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe, admitted he had not handled th : ray, stated he was terminating his 
associate who had cancelled the deposition 
he knew nothing about the case being referred to a State Referee, de 

AA, Defendant Sikorsky delayed the deposition of defendant Floy 

11, 1972, and amended the complaint to include 
efendant Floyd Monroe the day after he took the 

Pn. On September 11, ..t the lepositicn, defendant Floye 

answer waterial questions upon advise of defendant 2rand, 
&@ material matter, his ownership of Floyd Monroe and Son, Inc. 


CC. On Cetobder 13, 1972, defendant Stkorsky sent a young member 
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with no courtroom experience, to argue the motion he had filed to force defendant 


Floyd Monroe to answer deposition questions. He failed to tell plaintiff Nadine 


homroe or the young inexperienced lawyer that the case had teen transferred to State 


}eferee Troiand (who was 81 years of age at the time) four months previously, without 


+e prior knowledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe. Defendant Sikorsky stated 


wnat the plaintiffs had to proceed with defendant Troland as Referee; “they had to 


go ahead with hin.” 


DD. In November 1972, defendant Brand took the deposition of plaintiff Nadine 


Monroe, represented by another associate of defendant Sikorsky, totally unfamiliar 


with the case, furthering the goals of the conspiracy to deprive plaintiffs of due 


process of law by use of the “bait and switch” technique. 


EE. In December, 1972, plaintiff Lisa was {injured and defendant Floyd Monroe 


had the charges falsely billed to plaintiff Nadine Monroe, sho was harassed for 


several months by the physician and hospital. 


FF. In January, 1973, defendant Brand had Floyd Monroe send him several support 
checks for the plaintiffs which he forwarded to defendant Sikorsky's office. Sikorsky 
sent one tack to Brand, further delaying payment of living costs. 

GG. On January, 39, 1973, the Connecticut Supreme Court reversed a decision of 
defendant Trolard in another divorce property problem; he had "condoned an unpurged 
act of fraud on the court” and perjury. 

HH. From 1973 to the present, the defendant members of the New London County 
Grievance Committee have refused and failed to consider any grievances against deferd- 
ant Troland or any other referee, maintaining that he was @ "Judge", knowing full well 
that the Connecticut Judicial Review Council would not consider any complaints against 
defendant Troland because he was "not a judge". 

II. On February 6, 1973, at the commencement of the Monroe divorcee hearing de- 
ferdants Sikorsky, Wool, Brand,and Troland represented that plaintiff Nadine Monrce 
had to go forward with Troland as Referees, forcing her to settle rather than rely on 
the judgment of defendant Troland. Sikorsky proceeded without resolving the probtlers 
of fraud and perjury by defendant Floyd Nonroe we determining the actual worth of 
the corporation or obtaining co>-- of defendant Floyd Monrce's income tax returns 
which were material, denying the psaintiffs access to evidence needed to protect their 
interests, Defendant Sikorsky refused and failed to place on the recor defendant 


Floyd Monroe's verjurvy concerning concealment of aunarchin af tha agcrometion ctott: 
: 


. 


or any evidence about concealment of assets at the Chase Manhattan Bank, Derendent 
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Gottcsdiener, under guidance of defendant Wool, gave inaccurate, misleading and 
4ncomplete testimony, and defendant Sikorsky failed and refused to resolve the con- 
flicts between the testimony of defendant Cottesdiener and that of defendant Monroe. 


JJ. On March 9, 1973, defendant Sikorsky demanded more money of plaintiff 


Nadine Monroe, without itemizing charges or previous payments, and she paid hin 


$640.95, which made a total payment of fees of $3,000. 

KX. In August 1973, defendant Sikorsky refused plaintiff Nadine Monroe's re- 
quest to resolve automobile and the children’s trust fund problems and obtain a 
settlement of Floyd Richard's medical bills, Sikorsky stated he would go to court 
at a later date but didn't. 

Li. On September 4, 1973, plaintiff Nadine Monroe complained to defendants 
Harris, Miner and McKay, the New London County Grievance Committee, about Gilman. 
They neglected to process the complaint as reauired by law. Cn January 7, 1974, plain- 
tiff Nadine Monroe wrote defendant Santaniello and asked him to take action. He con- 
tacted the defendants on the Grievance Committee, who informed him and plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe falsely that they were investigating and that plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
Would be informed of a decision promptly. 

“M, In the Spring of 1974, defendant Sikorsky stated "we" should settle the 
automobile problem for less as “we” had waited too long to go into court, admitting 
his malpractice. He admitted he had not completed the necessary work on the child 
plaintiffs' trust fund. He instructed plaintiff Nadine Monroe to reopen the divorce 
case because of defendant Floyd Morroe’s perjury by asking State's Attorney OQ'irien 
to prosecute hin. Brien refused; Sikorsky delayed the matter further; the case 
Was never reopened, 

NN. On February 6, 1974 defendant Sikorsky sent a bill of $300 for unitemized 
services allegedly rendered. when plaintiff Nadine Monroe asked for an accounting, 
he refused, and stated he would keep her papers until she paid him, and has kent 
them to this cate. 

00. On December 2, 1974, defendant Sikorsky, through a lawyer purrorting to 
represent hin, demanded payment of $336.00 from plaintiff Nadine Monroe in an ex- 
tortionary letter. 

PP, On December 2, 1974, plaintiff Nadine Monroe wrote defendant Santanicllo 
again, who met with her, and contacted the New London County Grievance Comaittes 


defendants asain, 


GQ. On January 6, 1975, the defendants of the New London County Grievance 


Vat+ Tad nts Oh Mads Uneteye: Bkenniote ns 
Committee weote a false and fraudulent letter to piatatir: Nadine Yeeros; cencsecsst 


ing that they had failed and refused to promptly inquire into, investizate thoroughly, 
‘aod present to the court” the offenses of defendant Gilman, nanely conspiracy with 
¢afendants dool and Floyd Monroe to delay and injure plaintiffs and actual gross 
delay and resultant injury, extortion by refusal to return documents, the property 

of Nadine Monroe, until and unless he was reid, illegal advice to sign fraudulent 
4ncome tax papers, failure to provide insurance protection for plaintiffs Lisa and 
Ployd Richard, causing false testimony to be given by defendant Floyd Monroe, refusal 
to challenge false evidence submitted by defendants ool ami Floyd Monroe, refusal 
to obtain court omders to which the plaintiffs, refusal to argue pleadings he had 
filed previously,refusal to make claims on funds due the plaintiffs, acceptance of 
an unjust settlement without the knowledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe, 
failure to conclude litigation, unjust payment of legal fees, allowing defendants 
Wool and Floyd Monroe to conceal and remove at least $200,000 in which plaintiffs 

had an interest, collusion with defendant dool in failure to argue pleadings, filing 
pleadings for unjust payment of legel fees by defendant Floyd Monroe without know- 
ledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe, failure to obtain court omlers for the 
safety of the minor plaintiffs, maxing himself unavailable to plaintiff Nadine Nonroe 
so that defendant Floyd Monroe could make threats to her, making false and abusive 
statements and shouting at plaintiff Nadine Monroe, extortion, and refusal to return 
the lawful property of plaintiff Nadine Monzoe to her. 

RR. On January 22, 1975, Sefectant Santaniello wrote a letter to plaintizt 
Nadine Monroe making false statemeats about any firther recourse she hed, falsely 
protecting the New London County Grievance Committee, and concealing frem her that 
she could bring disciplinary action directly to the Superior Court under Connecticut 
General Statutes Section 51-90, and further concealing from plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
that the actions and inactions of the New London County Crievance Committee concerning 
her problem were unconstitutionally violative 6? the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 
of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, Section 10 of the Constitution of 
Connecticut. 

SS. On or atout January 1975, plaintiff Nadine Monroe wrote to the Hart? 
County Grievance Committee and informed defendants Lully, Eisenberg, 3111 and Dunn 


of the actions of the other defendants, especially defendant Siscrsky. On March 12, 197 
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: defendant Dunn sent plaintiff Nadine Monroe a letter with the full agreement and 
knowledge of defendants Dully, Eisenberg and Bill, stating that defendants would 

not assist the plaintiffs in any way, nor prosecute defendant Sikorsky, and would 
"not comment on other remedies” available to the plaintiffs, Flaintiff Nadine Monroe 
attempted to call defendant Dunn tut he was "unavailable." 

TT. From the latter part of June, 1972 to September, 1972, defendant Cray 
took complete transcripts made from recording tapes of the illegal “bugs” installed 
at the Democratic National Committee Headquarters in the Watergate building and 
transcripts of TBI interviews of Watergate suspects to the White House where they 
were examined by principals in the Watergate crimes, which acts were known ty the 

Grievance 
general public and the defendant(Committee members, Harris, Miner and licKay. 

UU. In the summer of 1972, defendant Cray transported across state lines and 
"burned forged documents that had been taken from the sefe of Watergate conspira tor 
E, Howard Hunt with his (Gray's) Christmas trash," an act which became public know- 
ledge and of which the defendants Harris, Miner and licKay were well aware, 

VV, In March, 1973, defendant Gray committed perjury in the United States 
Senate hearing on his proposed confirmation as permanent director of the F3I, which 
illegal and unethical act was known to the general public and defendants Harris, Miner 
and McKay. 

WW. At some time prior to June.7, 1974, defendant Harris, as Chairman of the 
New London County Grievance Committee, sent for and obtained, the Anerican Zar 
Association file of defendant Gray. After receiving the file, Harris, Miner and 
McKay refused and failed to investigate and present to the Superior Court, as required 
by Connecticut General Statutes Section ‘51-90, the offenses committed by defendant 
Gray that were delineated tn the Anerican Far Association File, including, but not 
limited to, perjury before a Senate Committee, destruction by burning of evidence 
taken from the White House safe of 2. Howard Hunt, and the giving of transcripts to 
White House personnel of illegally "bugged" telephone conversations of the Democratic 
National Committee (fruits of the conspiracy to “tug” th. Watergate premises) and of 
FBI interviews with watergate witnesses, 

XX, when, prior to Septemcer 1675, defendant McKay, as a member of the New 
London County Grievance Committes 


y +n rd ~” é ce 
after the “Crievance C $ 


Nee soho 


~ 
ca) 


in writing by Richard Araemer'that Kraemer's lawyer, practicing in New London County, 


had charged a fee of $1,000 to prepare an appeal from a state board ruling, col 


earn 
1G, COLLec ted 


Be eee pass ne sei |g ps ot i i M4 i 
whe £o0, Gia Levee Tile lie appeal, never infrormea Kraemer of the failure to file 


the case, and refused to return any part of the $1,000 fee, defendant McKay and his 
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fellow defendants, Harris and Miner, took no action and never acknowledged the 
receipt cf the grievance. 


YY, Severss sonths sfter. the events of Parc. SS otuvs, Ti. Kiccuer secured 
ar. official grievance form from the Clerk of the . New London 
County Superior Court, and filed an official grievance in duplicate with the Clerk. 
‘ge Kraemer never received any acimowledgement of the complaint nor has he heard of 
any disciplinary action taken against the attorney, nor has he had any of the services 
paid for rendered by the lawyer, nor was he refunded the $1,000 or paid any interest 
on the sun. 

2Z, Shortly after the events described in Faras, XX and YY above, the defendant 
members of the Crievance Committe, Harris, Miner, ,sokay, received a letter fron 
Judge Longo, then presiding judge of the New London County Superior Court, describing 
the actions of Mr. Xraemer's lawyer. The defendant members of the Grievance Committee 
did not acknowledge receipt of the letter to Mr. Kraemer, and took no action on 
Judge Longo's letter. 


AAA. In 1972, the defendant members of the New London County Grievance Committee 


started a disciplinary action against Attorney Gerald McDermott, for pnroven grand 
larceny by embezzlement of $550 of the Groton Shipbuilders’ Credit Union, A working- 
men's mutual building and loan association. Although McDermott never made restitution, 
he was allowed to resign from the bar, and was not charged with or prosecuted for the 
crine. When another larceny by McDermott came to light when he was no longer a 
lawyer, he was sentenced to serve "time", The crimes were identical; when NcDermot+ 
lost his protective aura of lawyer, he was promptly sentenced to jail on the sane tyre 
of offense. | 

BBB. In 1972, Attorney Irving Spiro, and in 1975, Attorney Richard wagner, each " 
stole over $5,000 from estate funds, The defendant Crievance Committee nenvers proa- 
ecuted, and Spiro and Wagner were never charged with any crime, Spiro was suspended 
from the bar for four months after defendant Gilman, Spiro'’s attorney, pleaded that 
Spiro not be suspended, asking "How do you discipline stupidity?” Wagner resigned 
from the bar. Neither lawyer was ever charged with any criminal offonse, a fate re- 
served for laymen, denying the general public "equal protection of the law," 


ccc. in the fall of 1974, Attorney Milton Jacodson slandered Daniel Malchman 


and filed a baseless civil action against Malchman which was later 


Withdrawn after 
publicity which damaged Malchnan's reputation and business, Jacotson had Zernard 
awe 


Malchman, Daniel's father, then very 111 and living at a different address, served 


with process in the suit, causing great distress to Bernard, and to hi 


S$ 8on When he 
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observed the grievous injury to his father. When Malchman filed a grievance with 
the defendant Grievance Committee members on Dec. 19, 1974, he was told that 
Jacobson had 30 days to respond. Four months later, not having heard from the 
Grievance Committee, Malchman contacted the defendant law firm, Suisman, Shapiro, 
Wool & Brennan to sue Jacobson for loss of ousiness due to the tad publicity fron 
the baseless lawsuit end resulting entarassment from the suit and the false state- 
ment. The defendant law firm refused to take action against a fellow attorney, which is 
denial of equal srotection of the law, of due process of law and the First Amendment 
right to petition for redress of griev ce, not only to Malchman and the general 
public, sut the plaintiffs herein.. For almost eighteen months, ir. Malchman received 
no reply from the Committee zembers, In March 1976, when Malchman again called the 
Grievance Conmittee, he was told that Jacobson should “apologize”. Jacooson has 
refused to even do this. Mr. Malchman has never been informed by the Crievance 
Committee memters that he may coring a disciplinary action against Jacobdson himself, 
another denial of due process of law by the New London County Grievance Committee, 
injuring a layman, and denying the public and the plaintiffs the tenefit of a rizor- 
ously-disciplined tar, 

DDD. In Nov. 1962, Mrs. Helen Arpin retained co-conspirator Attorney Allyn 
ie 48 an accident case. Erown, knowing that he represented Aetna Casualty Insurance, 
accepted the case involving an uninsured tortfeasor although Aetna carried the "unin- 
sured motorist” protection insurance cal. Four years after co-conspirator 
Brown was retained, he permitted the + m the automocile accident case of 


the other defendant, owner of the car, who wis fully insured. The Arpins had no mmow- 


ledge of the settlenen ay elved a check from co-conspizator Brown for $9C0, 


with no accounting, Srown filed ancther aceldent action for the Arpins, against Mr. 


Romanski in 1964, but took no action in f years, so ¢ cases were turned over tu 

the Arpin's next lawyer. Cn Nov. 22, 19€8, Brown moved for permission to withdraw on 
he was counsel for Aetna Insurance Company, ® conflict of interest, 
Attorney Robert Leuta, a former member of Srown's law firm, took over 
tao years co-conspirator Leuta and his associate, co-conspirator Leo 

MeNanara, refused to answer any call made by the Arpins, In 1970, the Arpins 


24 
AYPit dled 


Grievance Committee members against co-conspirators 
no answer, the Arpirs 


the second letter, Mr. Arpin called defendant 


o call him again, as he was a very busy : 
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to write letters. Arpin stated he bad written letters. Defendant Harris told arpin 


+n call aneronenirator MeNamere aha met with thea imnine emeloriecé Pua Sea 8 ss 
Z = - ’ ad i “ * basal ore —— 


Ne ere wm gy 


and stated he would try to get a hearing. On October 30, 1970, a withdrawal from 
“he jury docket was riici in the first Arpin accident case. Ten days later a "final 

éiseontinuance” was entered, and, on Nov. 10, a motion to set aside the final dis- 

continuance was filed. On Dec. 1, 1970, a total special damages amount of $2,300 


was entered. ‘Two days later a judgment in the amount of $7,764.67 was entered, The 


Arpins were not informed of the judgment, and found out much later thru their shysician, 
Dr. Gosselin. On pageet 12, 1971, Srewn's firm sent a letter to the Arpins asking 

for payment of the physician's bill and threatened a wage execution to settle the 
physician's bill of $600. In December, 1972, the Arpins retained co-conspirator 
-Atterney Konstant Morell to collect the judgment and pursue the neglected Romanski 

case. In December 1973, Attorney Fost of Morell's firm requested a conference with 


both Brown and McNamara to resolve the malpractive claims. Nothing happened, so in 


May 1974, the Arpins sent another letter to the defendant Grievance Committee members, 
Five days later, defendant Harris acknowledged receipt of the letter. A month later, 
Mr. Arpin called Harris and was told he was not in, The call was not returned. In : 
August 1974, Arpin requested the New London County Par Association to write to de- 
fendant Harris. There was no reply. In Sept. 1974 arpin wrote the Connecticut State 
Judicial Department, and in Cctober, a meeting was arranged between the Arpins and 


co-conspirator Morell. Cn Nov. 14, Morell wrote a letter making false statements | 


about the Arpin's call. The Arpins finally forced Morell to arrange a meeting to 
discuss settlement with defendant McNamara since defendant Srown was on a cruise. 
McNamara offered $2-3,000. The Arpins rejected tae offer, and asked co-conspirator 
Morell to file malpractice actions, Morell refused, and the Arpins contacted & 

other New London vicinity attorneys to sue for malnractice, all refused. Co-conspira- 
tor Attorney Albert Genua refused to file malpractice sults, cut offered to settle 

the cases, and two days later, offered $5,200 to be accepted "on the spot." When 
questioned by Arpin, co-conspirator Cenua threatened to throw Arpin out of the office, 
In May, 1975, the State Judicial Department finally responded, oy communicating with 
Chief Justice Cotter for help. In August, 1975] the Acplns retained co-conspirator 
Attorney Cary Friedle, and in January, 1976, signed a release in favor of Zrown and 
McNamara, accepting $5,200. Defendant Friedle wrote a latter to the Arpins statinc 


"You are not to make further complaints to any commission or comnittee, nor 


so. 
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to threaten or attempt to pursue litigation,” continuing the conspiracy to deny due 
process of law and the redress of grievances to laymen, and to deny the equal pro- 

tection of the law to members of the class laymen seeking simple justice and redress 
against lawyers. On Feb. 25, 1976, Co-conspirator Friedle refused to sue co-conspirator 


Horell for nalpractice, and criticized the Arpins for complaining about Morell. 


In March, 1976, co-conspirator Morell ignored and refused the request for their files 


made by the Arpins. Throughout all this period, the Grievance Committee nember re~ 
fused to inform the Arpins that they could initiate d‘sciplinary action against these 
various lawyers for conflicts of interest, fraud, refusal to make accountings and 
extortion, under Section 51-90. For a time, the Arpin papers disappeared from the 
court clerk's files, but were later found in a safe. 

EEE. In 1966, the Congdon family retained co-conspirator Melvin Scott to protect 
their land from Stella fetrie’s “adverse possession” efforts. Co-conspirator Scott 
and Attorney Fracasso, representing Fetrie, measured the land at issue, Both concluded 
that the land was Congdon's and co-conspirator Scott informed the Congdons that Petrie 
Was wrong. Co-conspirator Scott advised Harry Congdon, 65 years old, and in poor 
health, to occupy his land with a sheep, The Petrie's son-in-law, Frank Nasti, Jr., 

35 years old, 240 pounds, threatened Mr, Congdon, then beat hin, kicked hin when he 
was down, and hit him with a stake. The selectmin (one was a relative of the Petries), 
who had been burying people in the Congdon pars of the cemetery on Congdon land, had 
Mr. Congdon arrested and taken to the police station, for allegedly beating Nasti, 
instead of being treated for his injuries. Mr. Congdon was forced to give up his job 
permanently, losing $100 per week, and unable to do his farm chores. Fetrie's suit 

to take over the Congdon land by "squatting" failed. The papers from that case are 

are missing from the files of the court clerk. Mx. Congdon's civil suit against Nasti 
was handled by co-conspirators Scott (who stated he "liked money’),) John Zllsworth 

Qwho tried to persude the Congdomto sign over the disputed land to Petrie) and Edward 
Lavallee. The case was discontinued for lack of prosecution. Nasti sued Mr. Congdon 
for "assault and cattery” and he and co-conspirator John Colleran attached the Consdon 
property without ; ; edons the due process rights of notice 

to beneard. The attachment has been pernitted to stand to the presents tiue, 


pre: ihe meny 


attempes Sy the Congions to have their gerlevunces processed by the defendant Grievance 
Committee memtexs have not prevailed; the Committee has refused to 3 
of their due process right to proceed against errant lawyers under 


selves, pro se or by counsel, 


* 
« Me . 


FFF. From prior to October, 1968, to the present time, the defendants Harris, 
Miner and McKay, while sworn to impartially and constitutionally investigate, and 

perocent to ie Capes lve Comes clmcgen agaist lawyers ol tne New Lonaon County bar, 
paintained regular and frequent professional and social contacts amo ng these sane 
lawyers which “interfere with unbiased consideration »f complaints by the Committee 


nembers", 


GGG, On April 26, 1974, the cronyism and resultant repeated failure of the de- 


dendant New London County Grievance Committee members to enforce the laws of Connecticut 


against errant menbers of the New London County bar and protect the consumers of 

‘Legal services in the New London County and other state courts caused the Connecticut 
Bar Association Board of Governors to approve Proposed Rules and submit them together 
with recommendations for adoption, to the Judges of the Superior Court of Connecticut. 


Amoung the prososed rules were: 


Rule II - The State of Connecticut shall constitute a single disciplinary district. 
Rule 5 (c) (5) = To assign to such hearings committees the conduct of protable 
cause proceedings concerning charges of misconduct, provided that such matters 
shall be referred to a hearing committee no member of which maintains an office 
for the practice of law in the same county as the accused attorney. 
5. At all times prior to the events descrited above, the plaintiffs and the general 
public of New London County enjoyed peace of mind, security in their persons and 
possessions, relatively peaceful and just relationships with their fellow citizens, 
and the protection of the Constitutions and laws of the United States and of Connecticut. 
6. As a direct and proximate result of the acts and conduct aforedescrited, the 
plaintiffs and the general public have been deprived of peace of mind, due process 
of law and the equal protection of the law; they have been left insecure in their 
persons and possessions, have been threatened, intinidated, harassed, punished, and 
discouraged from exercising and have been unable to enforce their constitutionally-~ 
guaranteed rights, privileges, and immunities, have been charged with exorbitant and 
extortionate fees maintained by illegal minimun fer scledules, and have teen unable 
to enjoy the tenefits of a rigorously-disciplined tar, 
WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs demand; 
1. For each plaintiff, from the defendants jointly and severally, compensatory danages 
of four hundred thousand dollars and pinitive canases of four hundred thousand dollars; 


2. Treble danazes for the violation of tho Anti Trust lews of the Unite 


fe 
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3. That this Court appoint a guardian ad litem or counsel to protect the interesis 


of the wlio: plalutiiis ana provide tnem with due process of law; 


Ani 


4, That this Court convene a special three-judge Court to consider the constitution-~- 
ality of denial of; 

(a).a Superior Court judge in the case New London Superior Court No. 36,506, 

(Ald 0, 42/65, LEDOVALS V, LEDOVITZ) 
Nadine Monree v. Fleyd Monroe, and order that the procecdings therein vere 
unconstitutional and null and void; 

(>) an impartial prosecutor in the cases of the New London County and Hartford 
County Grievance Committees, and order that the composition of toth Committees 
4s unconstitutional and that, ! henceforce, no grievance committee member 
may participate in a matter concerning a lawyer practicing in his county. 

5. That this Court order that the deferdants, and their agents, employees, associates 

and successors, te temporarily and permanently enjoined and restrained from causing 

and committing, while acting in their capacities under color of law, any further 

enforcement of minimum fee schedules, and denial of, or deterring, blocking, dis- 

couraging, threatening, harassing, punishing, or otherwise interfering with, plaintiffs’ 

constitutionally guaranteed rights, privileges, and immunities, including due process 

of law and equal protectioa of the lax; 

6. That this Court order the New London County and Hartford County Grievance Committees 
placed urder the control and operation of a Court-appointed receiver instructed to 

carry out the provist ons of Connecticut General StatutesSection 51-90 and; 

7. That plainticts te allowed the’ sts herein, including reasonavle attorneys’ 

fees if any, or a sum in lieu of aeys' fees, travel ard other costs in prosecuting 

this action, and such other relie. «s nay appear to this Court be justified, 


By the plaintiffs, nro se 


Nedine Monroe, individually and on 
behalf of her children, otherwise 
unrepresented, 


AFFIDAVIT CF VERISICATIC: 


I, Nadine Monroe, herewith stave under the penalty of perjury that I have read the 


at 


above complaint and that all the factual statements of which I have direct personal 


knoWledze are true, and of the remaindor, I believe them to be true, to the best 
of my ‘information, knowledge, and belief, 


Signed this day of May, 1976 
patna hay sonics sian atau 
Nadine Monroe 
Subseribed and sworn tefore me, this date, } 
Wy Commission expires 


ecto me 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 
ue Ac NO. Ki Vore59 
HRY CONGDON, LOIS CONGDON, JANET CONCDON and LOIS CONGDON CHURCHILLs and 
Ki {IN LEROVITZ and KEVIN LEBOVITZ, JR. and ROAANNE LEROVITZ by their father, next 

‘tend, and natural guardian, Kevin Lebovitz, Plaintiffs 


Ve 


L. PATRICK GRAY, 111, LOUIS C, WOOL, LOUIS C, MARUZO, ROY L. SMITH, MELVIN SCOTT, 
JOHN COLLERAN, JOHN ELLSORTH and EDWARD LAVALLEE, individually, and as Commissioners 


of the Courts of Connecticut; 


HENRY HARRIS, WILLIAM HINER and BDWAPD MeKAY, Bequires, individually, ard as Chairman 
and Members, respectively, of the New London County Grievance Committee, and as 
Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticuts 


SUISMAN, SHAPIRO, WOOL & BRENNAN, a law partnership 
ABRAHAM BORDON, Esquire, individually, and as State Referee of the Hartford County 
Superior .ourt and Commissioner of the Courts of Connecticut; 


FRANK NASTI, JR; 


STELLA PETH IE; 


WILLIAM BEERS, individually, and as former Selectman of the Town of Lyme, Connecticut; 


and 


SOHN MAZER, JOSEPH FIRGELEWSKI, and ROBERT MAXWELL, 4ndividually, and as Selectman 
of the Town of Lyme, Connecticut, Defendants. 


TRIAL BY JURY REQUIRED 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT 


1. (Identical with Para. 1, Monroe Complaint). 


2. Defendants L, Patrick Gray ITI, Louis C. Wool, Henry Harris, William Miner, Adward 


McKay, Louis C. Maruzo, Roy I Smith, Melvin Scott, John Colle ran, John Ellsworth, 


Biward Lavallee, (hereinafter Gray, Wool, Harris, Mine Mckay, Maruzo, Saith, Scott, 


Colieran, Ellsworth and lavallee), are all Attorneys at Law, duly adnitted to practice 


and practicing under color of law of the State of Connecticut, and Conmiss:oners of 


the Courts of Connecticut. 
Defendant Suisman, Shapiro, Wool & Brennan (nereinafter the “partnersh ip"), is a law 


partnership, duly registered as such with the appropriate municipal agaicy. Defendants 
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Harris, Miner and McKay are the duly appointed and acting Chairman and Menbers, 
respectively, ot the New London County Grievance Committee, acting at ell tines herein 
under color of the law of Connecticut. Detendant Bordon is a duly appointed and 

acting State Referee, acting at all tines herein under color of the laws of Connecticut. 


Defendants William Beebe is a former Selectman, and John Mazer, Joseph Firgelewski and 


Robert vaxwell, (hereinafter Beebe, Mazer, Firgelewski and Maxwell), are the duly 


elected and actin: Selectman cf Lyme, acting at all times herein under color of state law. 
3. (Identical with Para. 3, “onroe Complaint). 
4, (Identical with Para. 4, Monroe Complaint). 

OVENT ACTS 

A. (Identical with Para. 4a, “Monroe Complaint ). 

B. In 1966 the Concdon plaintiffs retained defendant Melvin Scott to protect 
their land from defendant Stella Petrie's “adverse possession" efforts. Defendant 
Seott rnd attorney Fracasso, representing defendant Petrie, measured the land. . icsue. 
Jt Was concluded that the land was Congden's and defendant Scott Serorne! the Conriuons 
that Petrie was wrong. 

C. Defendant Scott advised plaintiff Harry Conpdon, 65 years old, and in poor 
health, to occupy his land with a sheep. In June 1966, the Fetrie's son-in-law, den 
dendant Frank Nasti, Jr., 35 years old, 220 pounds, threatened Mr, Congdon, then boat 
him, kicked him when he was cown, and hit hin with a stake. Then Frank Nasti had ur. 
Conrdon arrested and taken to the police station, for allecedly beating detuncant 
Nasti, instead of allowing hin to be treated for his injuries. Plaintiif Lois Conrcon 
Church411 wanted to drive pluintiff Harry Conedon to the police station, tut they 
refused this; plaintiff Harry Conrdon was put in the barred prisoncr section of the 
police car, without first being checked for injuries. Defendant Rast4 was allowed to 
drive hinsaf to the police station, althoursh he was supposed to be under arrest also. 
Mr. Congdon was forced to give up his jo» permanently, losing $120 per week, and unable 
to do his farm chores. 

On Aprii 17, 1967, defendant Stelia petrie flled suit to tuke over the disputed 
land by “squatter’s rights" but it failed, The papers from the pelrie-Congdon case 
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are missing from the files of the New London County Court. 


E. Mr. Con.ion's civil suit against defendant Nasti, filed July 1967, was first 
handled by defendant Scott, who stated "he liked money," then defendant Ellsworth who 


tried to persuade the Congdons to sign over the disputed land to Petrie, and defendant 


Lavallee. The case was discontinued for lack of prosecution. 
F. On October 17, 1967, defendant Nasti sued Mr. Congdon for “assault and battery" 


and he and defendant Colleran attached the Congdon property without giving the Congdons 


the due process rights of notice or an opportunity to be heard. The attachment has been 
permitted to stand to the present time although the case was discontinued for failure to 
prosecute on July 25, 1972. 

G. At various times from 1961 to the present time, the defendant selectmen Beebe, 
Mazer, Firgelewski, and Maxwell have ordered that various bodics be buried in the Congdon 
access paths to the Congdon family section of the Griffin Cemetery. 

H. The defendant Selectmen of Lyme, Mazer, Firgelewski and Maxwell, have utilized 


various txust funds for tle maintenance of other cemeteries, but have neglected and re- 


fused to use Griffin Cemetery funds for the upkeep of the cemetery, and neglected tie 


graveyard, forcing the Congdons to do the maintenance themselves, 


I. In early spring 1968, the defendant Selectman of Lyme, Mazer, Firgelewski, and 
Maxwell, charged the plaintiff Harry Congdm falsely with “illegally operating a junkyard" 
on the Congdon property, while simultaneously Mmving the Congdons assessed an automobile 
tax for unlicensed cars, discriminating against the Congdons compared to thother residents 
and taxable inhabitants of Lyme, denying the Congdons equal protection of the law. 

J. On May 6, 1968, the SeXectmen had plantiff Harry Congdon arrested on the false 
charge of “illegally operating a junkyard". He was taken to the police barracks in a police 


car with a police dog in it. He was not read his rights. He was later found not guilty 


a 


of the charge. 

K. During this time defendant Ellsworth, advised the Congdons there was no tax on 
junk, and told them they couldn't keep the unregistered cars, farm tractor and trucks am 
had to get rid of them. The Congdons had to pay about $30 a load to a junkman to take the 


vehicles away. Taxes on the vehicles were to be removed for that year. 
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Le The Congdons received a tax bill for the 1967 unregistered cars with their 
tax bill for the farm property in 1972, as ordered by the Selectinen. On June 15, 1973, 
Janet Congdon left a check of $279.13, for the full amount of all property taxes due 
from the Congdons, with the Tax Collector. The Tax Collector, acting under orders of 
the defendant Selectmen, collected the illegal 1967 personal property taxes on the unregis- 
tered vehicles leaving a balance due on the farm property. The Congdons recently paid 
this bill under protest. 

Me The many attempts by the Congdons to have their grievances processed by the de- 
fendant Grievance Committee members have not prevailed; the Committee has refused to inform 
the Congdons of their due process right to proceed against errant lawyers under Section 51-90 
of the Connecticut law themselves, pro se. 

N. In May, 1973, plaintiff Kevin Lebovitz retained defendant Wool to represnet 
Lebovit and his children's interests, and help Lebovitz return his children Kevin, Jr. 
(hereinafter Kevin) and Roxanne Lebovitz (hereinafter Roxanne) to their home with plaintiff 
Lebovitz from Rhode Island, where Mrs, Lebovitz had taken them iiiegally when she deserted 
Lebovitz to maintain an adulterous relationship with another man. Plaintiff Lebovitz asked 
Wool if he could bring the children back to Connecticut, and defendant Wool falsely said no. 

QO. On Sept. 7, 1973, plaintiff Lebovite paid defendant Wool $250, and went to 
family court. Plaintiff Lebovitz had gathered evidence against his wife and her lover, 
but defendant Wool refused and failed to introduce it, and plaintiff Lebovitz was ordered 
to pay $80 per week for alimony and child-support, ali the utilities for the house and 
to vacate the house so his wife could move back in. Defendant Wool illegally and 
vaethically told plaintiff Lebovitz not to leave the house until he told him to and, a 
Short time later plaintiff Lebovitz was ordered into family court on contempt charges 
for not leaving. Wool then told Lebovitz to "leave the house that night or he would be 
in jail the next morning." 

P. On October 9, 1973, plaintiff Lebovitz paid defendant Woo] another $250. Then 
defendant Wool asked Lebovitz for another $500 "to save the house". Lebovitz paid \iool 


the $500, but Wool did not save the house, 


Q. In Decenber, 1973, defendant Wool told plaintiff Letovitz to hire a private 
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detective to obtain additional evidence, which he did, but Wool later refused to put 


in evidence that which woul d have caused the plaintiffs to be reunited, This included 
evidence of malnutrition, diseases due to lack of rormal cleanliness, and her giving 


the children dan,erous, illegal drugs andcigarettes to smoke. When defendant Wool 


was shown the children, and saw how dirty they were, he promised to get custody for 
plaintiff Lebovitz, but never submitted any evidence or asked for a hearing on custody 
charge. 

R. Lebovitz's wife often refused to let him see his children, plaintiff Kevin, Jr. 
and Roxanne, during court-ordered visitation, but defendant Wool refused to do anything 
about it, When he did get to visit the children they were always dirty. 

S. In January 1974, plaintiff Lebovitz lost work because of bad weather, and 
could not keep up the temporary support payments, but Wool refused to act promptly 


to have the payments reduced. When the payments were finally reduced, defendant Wool 


and defendant Maruzo, Lebovitz's wife's lawyer, made Lebovitz give her the family car. 
Defendant Wool told Lebovitz that his wife had to pay the installments on the car and 

to give her the payment book. She did not make the payments, and the bank took the 

car, Defendant Wool informed Letovitz falsely that he could get the car from the bank 

if he made the back payments, that this would keep his (Lebovitz) credit rating from 
going bad, but that Lebovitz would have to sell the car quickly, even ata loss, Lebovitz 
lost approximately $800 on the forced sale of the car, and his credit is so bad he 


cannot get a loan on another car. Defendant Wool and Maruzo told plaintiff Lebovitz 


to get to work somehow or go to jail for failing to pay support. 


T. Prior to going to court for the divorce on June 10, 1974, defendants Wool 
and Maruzo demanded $1,250 for Wool and $250 for Maruzo. Defendant Wool gave up the 
plaintiffs right to be heard by a competent judge, in order to make work for defendant 
Bordon, a state referee. 

U. On June 10,1974, a hearing was supposed to be held before defendant Zordon. 
Plaintiff Lebovitz had brought in the private detective and other witnesses to his 
wife's using drucs and giving them to the children, Defendant Bordon refused to hold 
the hearing, and defendant Wool failed and refused to put in any evidence, to get the 
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plaintiff a proper hearing, so they were denied their constitutional rights to a 
hearing on the merits and to submit evidence on their behalf, Defendants Wool and 
Maruzo determined the settlement. 

V. After the settlement on June 10, 1974, defendant Wool delayed tak ing action 
to settle the sale of the house, so the plaintiff Lebovitz was forced to retain defendant 
Smith for a fee of $400 and he agreed to get the house conveyed to plaintiff Lebovitz. 

W, Neither defendant Wool nor Smith would give plaintiff Lebovitz a copy of his 
divorce decree. On February 20, 1976 he finally purchased a copy from the court clerk. 
Defendant Smith informed plaintiff Lebovitz that defendant Bordon should never have 
signed the papers the way the divorce was settled and he also said that defendant Wool 
had misrepresented the plaintiff but would not take a malpractice suit against him. 


He did not offer any informatio regarding the New London County Grievance Committee. 


X. On Easter Sunday, 1975, Lebovitz went to Rhode Island to pick up his children 


but no one was home. Defendant Smith told Lebovitz not to pay support for weeks he 
didn't get his children. Lebovitz followed his advice, and two months later, defendant 
Smith called Lebovitz and told him that the sheriff was looking for Lebovitz to serve 
papers for non-support. Defendant Smith volunteered to take service for the papers 
fron the sheriff without Lebovitz's knowledge or consent, Defendant Smith then changed 
his statement, and advised Lebovitz not to withhold payments when he was refused 
court-ordered visitations, even tho: .a such visitations are constitutional right, and 
refused to ask the court for equal procedural rights for men in family problems. During 
this time plaintiff Kevin, Jr. was denied proper medical treatment for an infection 

of his toe, Which later required a skin graft. 

Y. In June, 1975, defendants Smith and Maruzo had support payments raised because 
Lebovitz's ex-wife was pregnant by her new husband, and had new expenses. 

Z. In the last week of June, 1975, plaintiff Lebovitz was laidoff, but Smith 
refused and failed to get the support payments lowered, leaving plaintiff Lebovitz with 
but $20 per week to live on. 

AA, On July 1, 1975, the Lebovitz plaintiffs were allowed two weeks visitation. 


The skin graft location on Kevin's ler had still not healed, because of lack of medical 


treatment. Plaintiff Lebovitz had to train his children all over again to use Soap. 

BB. Starting October 1, 1975, the plaintiffs were kept apart by refusal of defendants 
Smith and Maruze to enforce visitation. When plaintiffs were next together, plaintiff 
Kevin Jr. had impetigo sores all over his body. For the next few weekends, plaintiff 
Lebovitz had to arrange diagnosis, treatment, and medication for plaintiff Kevin, Jr. 
Neither child is being taught to clean their teeth, and Kevin Jr. has a great deal or 
dental problems. Defendant Smith still refused to apply for change of custody. 

CC, On December 10, 1975, defendant Maruzo demanded and received $500, for a total 
payment of $750, the judgment later disclosed he was only to receive $500, and Smith 
demanded and received an additional $116.68. Plaintiff Lebanovitz asked defendant Smith 
again to get a change custody, but defendant Smith said that it would be difficult, 
and take a long time, without much chance of success because defendant Maruzo'’s wife is 
on the state board of health, and defendant Maruzo has relatives who are judges and 
lawyers in New London and Norwich courts. 

DD. On May 21, 1973, when the plaintiff first learned atout the New London County 
Grievance Committee, he telephoned their office and asked what could be done, Defendant 
Harris, “Miner and McKay refused and failed to tell him that he could file his own 
removal action in the Superior Court, and need not ask them. They have not informed 
him that they do not give speedy consideration to pro se grievances and have never 
acted against a lawyer on the basis of a pro se grievance. Shortly thereafter, the 
plaintiff Lebovitz filed a complaint against defendants Wool, Smith and Maruzo, with 
the Grievance Committee. 

EE, (Identical to Para. DDD Monroe Complaint). 

FF, & GG. (Identical with Paras. TT & UU, Monroe Complaint). 

HH. On January 11, 1973, defendant Gray ordered an illegal and unconstitutional 
"mail cover" on the national headquarters of a political party, the Socialist Workers 
Party, knowing that there was no indictment pending against any members of the political 

party whe was under indictment, From time to time, defendant Gray ordered other illegal 
and unconstitutional "mail covers" and telephone taps. 


II. & JJ. (Identical to VV. & WW., Monroe Complaint). 
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KK, to UU. Described in greater detail in Paras, 4B to 4S5 of Monroe Complaint. 

WV. to AAA. (Identical to Paras. 4xX, to CCC. of Monroe Complaint). 

BBB. to 5. (Identical to Paras. 4iFF¥. to 5, Monroe Complaint). 

6. As a direct and proximate result of the acts and conduct aforedescribed, the 
plaintiffs and the general public have been deprived of peace of mind, due process of 
law and the equal protection of the law; they have been left insecure in their persons 
and possessions, have been threatened, intimidated, harassed, punished, and discouraged 
from exercising and have been unable to enforce their constitutionally-guaranteed 
rights and privileges, and immunities, have, in the case of plaintiff Harry Congdon, been 
beaten, falsely arrested, and illegally imprisoned, have been charged with exorbitant 
and extortionate fees maintained by illegal minimum fee schedules, and have been unable 


to enjoy the benefits of a rigorously-disciplined bar. 


WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs demand: 


i. For each plaintiff, with the exception of the plaintiffs Harry Condon and Kevin 


Lebovitz, Jr. and Roxanne Lebovitz, from the defendants jointly and severally, compensatory 


damages of four hundred thousand dollars, and punitive damages of four hundred thousand 
dollars, and for plaintiffs Harry Congdon and Kevin Lebovitz, Jr. and Roxanne Lebovitz, 
from the defendants, jointly and severally, compensatory damages of eight hundred 
thousand dollars each and punitive danages of eight hundred thousand dollars each; 
2. Treble damages for the violation of the ‘Anti Trust laws of the United States; 
3. That this Court appoint a <uardian ad litem or counsel to protect the interests of 
the minor plaintiffs and provide them with due process of law; 
4, That this Court convene a special three-judge Court to consider the constitutionality 
of denial of: 
(a) a Superior Court judge in the New London Superior Court case No. 42765, 
Dorothy Ann Sposato Lebovitz v. Kevin Lebovitz, and order that the proceedings 
therein were unconstitutional end null and void; 


(b) that the appointment. of any State Referee over 70 years of age who is paid 
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by the day of service and selected by attorneys instead of a judge in a 
contested case is a denial of an impartial tribunal and thus a denial of 


due process under color of state law; and 


(c) (Identical to Para. 4(c) Prayers, Monroe Complaint). 


5. to 7. (Identical to Prayers 5. to 7., Monroe Complaint). 


By the plaintiffs, pro se 


/s/ Harry Congdon /s/ Lois Congdon /s/ Janet Congdon /s/ lois Congdon Churchill 
Beaverbrook Rd. Beaverbrook Rd. Beaverbrook Rd. 22 Lebanon Avenue 
lyme, Conn. Lyme, Conn. Lyme, Conn. Colchester, Conn. 


/s/ Kevin Lebovitz 

6 Morgan Street 
Pawcatuck, Conn. 
4ndividually, and on 
behalf of his children, 
otherwise unrepresented. 


(AFFIDAVITS OF VERIFICATION) 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRIST OF COLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Plaintiff, Civil Action No. 76-1182 

Vv. File@: June 25, 1976 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, Defendant. FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

COMPLAINT 
The United States of America, plaintiff, by its attorneys, acting under the direction 
of the Attorney General of the United States, brings this civil action to obtain equit- 
able relief against the above-named defendant and complains and alleges as follows: 
I. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

1. This Complaint is filed under Sec. 4 of the Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, as 
amended (15 USC Sec. 4), commonly known as the Sherman Act, in order to preyent and 
restrain the continuing violation by the defendant, as hereinafter alleged, of Sec. 1 
of said Act (15 USC 1). 
2. The defendant, American Bar Association, maintains an office, transacts business, 
and is found within the District of Columbia. 


II, Defendant 


3. The American Bar Association (hereinafter referred to as "ABA") is made the defendant 
herein. ABA is an unincorporated association having its principal place of business in 
Chicage, Illinois. The ABA's membership consists primarily of attorneys. 

III, CO-CONSPIRATORS 
4, Various persons and organizations, not made defendants herein, have participated as 
co-conspirators in the violation of Sec.1 of the Sherman Act hereinafter alleged and have 
performed acts and have made statements in furtherance thereof. Such co-conspirators include, 
but are not limited to, members of defendant ABA. 

IV. TRADE AND COMMERCE 
5. The ABA's membership incluces approximately 200,000 lawyers located throughout the 


United States, These lawyers provide legal services to individuals, corporetions, and other 


legal entitics located throushout the United States and in foreign countries. These legal 


services facilitate, direct, and shape the conduct of interstate and international business 


and contribute directly to the flow of persons, money, goods, and services in interstate 


commerce e 


6. ABA members provide legal services to individuals, corporations, and other entities in 
states other than the one in which the member maintains his principal place of business. 
ABA members also provide legal services to individuals, corporations, and other entities 
who negotiate and otherwise deal with persons situated in states other than the one in 
which the member maintains his principal place of business. In the course of providing 
legal services, ~embers of the ABA often travel from state to state and make substantial 
use of interstate mail and wire services in the transport of funds, documents, contracts, 
memoranda, and other communications throughout the United States. 
7. The activities of the defendant and its members, as described above, and herein, are 
within the flow of interstate commerce, and have a substantial effect upon interstate 
commerce. 
V. VIOLATION ALLEGED 


8. For many years past, and continuing up to and including the date of the filling of 

this Complaint, the defendant and cu-conspirators have been engaged in a combination and 

conspiracy in unreasonable restraint of the aforesaid trade and commerce in violation 

of Sec, 1 of the Sherman Act, Said unlawful combination and conspiracy is continuing 

and will continue unless the relief hereinafter prayed for is granted. 

9. The aforesaid combination and conspiracy has consisted of a continuing agreement, 

understanding and concert of action among the defendant and co-conspirators, the substantial 

terms of which have been and are: 
(a) That the defendant adopt, publish and distribute a Code of Professional Respon- 
sibility containing provisions prohibiting lawyers from engaging in price advertising 
and other advertising about the availability and cost of legal services; 
(b) That the members of the ABA abide by said provisions of the Code of Professional 
Responsibility; 
(c) That the defendant and co-conspirators police said provisions of the Code of 
Professional responsibility. 

10. For the purpose of effectuating the aforesaid combination and conspiracy, the defendant 


and co-conspirators have done those things which, as herci:.before alleged, they agrecd to do. 


VI. EFFECTS 


‘1. The foresaid combination and conspiracy has had the following effects, amoung others: 


(a) Price competition in the provision of legal services has been restrained; 
(b)Purchasers and potential purchasers of legal services have been deprived of the 
opportunity to obtain information about the cost and availability of legal services; 
(c) Purchasers of legal services nave been deprived of the benefits of free and open 
competition in the sale of such services; z 


(ad) Lawyers have been restrained in their ability to make legal services readily and 


fully available to consumers. 


WHEREFORE, plaintiff prays: 

1, That the Court adjudge and decree that the defendant has engaged in an unlawful combina- 
tion and conspiracy in restraint of the aforesaid trade and commerce in violation of Sec, 1 
of the Sherman Act. 

2. That the defendant, its officers, governors, agents, employees, and all other persons 
acting or claiming to act on its behalf be enjoined and restrained from countinuing, main- 
taining or renewing the aforesaid combination and conspiravy, and from entering into, main- 
ing, or participating in any agreement, understanding, plan, program or other arrangement 
having the purpose or effect of continuting, maintaining or renewing such combination and 
conspiracy. 

3. That the defendant be required to cancel those provisions of its Code of Professional 
Responsibility and every other rule, opinion, resolu*ion, or statement of policy which have 
the purpose or effect of suppressing or restricting advertising by lawyers. 

4, That the plaintiff have such other and further relief as the nature of the case may 
require and the Court may deem just and proper under the circumstances, 


5. That tie plaintiff recover the costs of this suit. 


/s/ Thomas E. Kauper /s/ Bruce B, Wilson Joe Sins Baddja J. Rashid Willian E. 
Ass't Attorney General SWope Kenneth C. Anderson Seymour H. Dussman Dan W, 
Schneider, Attorneys, Department of Justice 


RELEVANT DOCKET ENTRIES 
Date Filed 


Motion.to Amend Complaint by adding Far Nev Defendants May 10, 1976 

Permission to Amend (Complaint) Allowed May 12, 1976 
Ruling on Motions to Dismiss (Granted) (both cases) June 25, 1976 ‘ 
Notice of Appeal (both Cases) July 19, 1976 


AUTHORITIES - CONNECTICUT GENERAL STATUTES 


Sec, 51-85. Commissioners of the superior court. Each attorney-at-law admitted 
to practice within te state, while in good standing, shall be a commissioner of 
the superior court and, in such capacity, may, within the state, sign writs and 
subpeonas, take recognizances, administer oaths and take depositions and acknow- 


ledgments of deeds. 


The signing of a writ by a lawyer as a commissioner of the superior court is 
not a mere ministerial act. A writ of mandamus to compel the signing will not 


Sec. $1-90. Grievance committces; appointment and duties. At the first regular 
session or term of the superior court held in each county after the month of 
July in each year, said court shall appoint one or more grievance committees 
of such county, each consisting of three members of the bar of such county, 
engaged in practice, to remain in office until their successors are in like manner 
appointed, whose duty it shall be to inquire into, investigate and present to said 
court offenses not occurring in the actual presence of the court involving the 
character, integrity. professional standing and conduct of members of the bar 
residing or practicing in such county. and to investigate and present to said court 
any person deemed in contempt of court under section §1-88. If a committee 
does not deem the offense under investigation by it to be sufficiently serious 
to present such person to the court, such committce may, in its discretion, 
reprimand such person or cause him to be reprimanded by a judge of the court 
either in open court or in chambers as such committce and such judge deem 
proper. Any vacancy in the membership of a grievance committee may be filled 
in the same manner as the original appointment. If any member of a gricvance 
committee is disqualified or for any other reason unable to act in any matter. 
the presiding judge of the superior court in the county for which such committee 
was appointed may designate to act in such matter a member of the bar in the 
same county or a member of a grievance committee from another county. 
(1949 Rev . 5. 7643, February. 1965. PA 120 1969. PA 33) . 
Of the functions of the grievance c: mmirtee right to present 
tee is an independent public body charged with performance of public Culy. may appes 
112 C. 263 
Legislature contemplated impartial investigation acs 
an attorney does not prevent the supenor court from taking juris 
cards found obvious device to “drum up business” and conduct unbecoming awyers 22. CS 


for offenses notexcluswe BAC 101 REC 486 Grievance commit 
from dismasal of complaint agaitst attorney 


Cited 7. CS 468. Action of grievance committce 1 reprimand ne 
ction of the same compliant. TE.CS #4 Maihng of 9299 Christmas 


Sec. 2-434. Retired judges as state referees. Hearings. Compensation. Trial 
referees. Appointment of additional referees. Each judge of the supreme court, 
each judge of the supericr court and each judge of the court of common pleas 
who ceases or has ceased to hold office because of retirement other than under 
the provisions of section 51-49 shall be a state referce during the remainder 
of his life. The superior court or the court of common pleas may, with the 
written consent of the parties or their attorneys, refer any case pending before 
such court in which the issues have been closed to such a state referee who 
shall have and exercise the powers of the superior court or court of common 
pleas in respect to trial, judgment and appeal in such case. Each judge of the 
Circuit court who has ceased to hold office because of retirement other than 
under the provisions of section 51-49 shall be a state referee during the remain- 
der of his life to whom the court of common pleas may, with the written consent 
of the parties or their attorneys. refer any case pending in such court in which 
the issucs have been closed. Such referee shall hear such case and report the 
facts to che court by which the case was referred. Each judge of the juvenile 
court whe ceases or has ceased to hold office because of retirement other than 
under the provisions of section 51-49 shall be a state referee during the remain- 
der of his tife to whom the senior judge of the juvenile court may, with the 
written consent of the child concerned, either of his parents or his guardian 
or his attorney, refer any matter pending in said court. Such referee shall hear 
such matter and report the facts to the court for the district from which the 
matter was referred. Each hearing by a state referee shall be held in a suitable 
room, to be provided by the public works commissioner, in a courthouse in 


the county where the case is pending unless the parties or their attorneys stipu- 
late in writing that such hearing may be held elsewhere. Such state referee may 
have}the attendance of a sheriff or deputy sheriff at any hearing before him, 
and such sheriff or deputy sheriff shall receive the same compensation provided 
for attendance at regular sessions of the court from which the case was referred 
which compensation shall be taxed by such state referee in the same manner 
as similar costs are taxed by the judges of the court. Such state referee may 
compel the attendance of any witness summoned to appear before him at any 
hearing, in the same manner as attendance of any witness may be compelled 
in the referring court, and may punish for any act of contempt committed in 
his presence while engaged in such hearing in the same manner and to the same 
extent as judges of such court. Each state referee shall receive, for acting as 
such referce or as a single auditor or committee of any court, in addition to 
his retirement salary, the sum of fifty dollars and his expenses, i ding mile- 
ave, for each day he is so engaged, said sums to be taxed by the court making 
such reference i ine same manner as Olner COUFL Eapenses. Ne CMicl Justice 
of the supreme court may designate as trial referees, from among the state ref- 
erees, those to whom cases may be referred, and no case of any adversary 
nature shall be referred to any referee other than one so designated. The chief 
justice may also appoint, from qualified members of the bar of the state, so 
many state referees as he may from time to time deem advisable or necessary. 
No such designation or appointment shall be for a term of more than one year. 
Each state referee appointed by the chief justice from members of the bar shall 
receive such reasonable compensation and expenses as may be determined by 
him. 

(194% Rev, $ #177, 1985. S NOU 199, PA 363,58 1 1963, PA. 149. 682, S $6. 1947, PA. 621, S. $. 628 S$ $. 1971, 
PA. 720. PA. 73-242. PA 74-183. S. 107, I9L) 

See Conn. Const Art V.S 6 


Report of referee stends before court as we uld a report from a committee, 38 C4 Cited 136 C 82 See notes to sections 
82.426, 82-531. Caed TNE HO 


Supetict court hay no peower to refer any matter to a state referee untess all parvesworsent 14CS 40 Cued 5005 is 


